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! ~ 1rlLE NO .. 170129 

II 

· RESOLUTION NO. 

~Cooperative Agreement - Stat~ of California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) -
besign and Construction of the Lombard Street Vision Zero Project (State Route 101)] 

Resolution approving the Cooperative Agreement between San Francisco and the State 

i of California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) concerning the design and 

I ~onstruction of the Lombard Street Vision Zero PrOject, including pedestrian safety, 

I transit improvements, and utility upgrades along Lombard Street (State Route 101) 

\ between Francisco Street and Van Ness Avenue; and making environmental findings. 

II 
I· 
I WHEREAS, The purpose of the Lombard Street Vision Zero Project (Project) is to 

I improve safety for pedestrians and transit riders; to improve transit speed and reliability; and 
, I ; 
11 
!jto·reduce travel time by optimizing transit stop locations; and 

11 WHEREAS, The Project would increase the reliability of water transmission services 

I Jand wastewater services; and · 

I\ WHEREAS, The Project also would construct the utility upgrades in conjunction with 

I the surface improvements to minimize the overall construction disruption to the corridor and 
l I Jits many users; and , 

1
1 WHEREAS, The Planning Department analyzed this Project in the Transit 

I Effectiveness Project Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR), which the San Francisco 

!!Planning 6ommission certified in Motion No. 19105 on March 27, 2014; and . · 
I . 

'I WHEREAS, On March 28, 2014, as part of Resolution No. 14-041, the San Francisco 

I Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) Board of Directors adopted findings (Findings) 

! under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), California Public Resources C~de, 

Sections 21000 et seq., the CEQA Guidelines, and Chapter 31 of the Administrative Code and 

· ja Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP); and 
i 

I ,, 
1. 

1

11 . 
I . , 

, !Supervisor Farrell 

I !BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
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·11 

I 
I WHEREAS, The Planning Commission Motion and SFMTA Resolution, Findings, and 
I 

rMRP are on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 170129 and are 

Incorporated herein by reference; and 

I WHEREAS, On March 15, 2016, in Resolution No. 16-031, the SFMTA Board of 
IJ . 

Directors approved the project elements along the Lombarp Street corridor included in the 

Muni Forward Service-Related Capital Improvements and Travel Time Reduction Proposals; 

!and 
I 

I
\ WHEREAS, As part of that Resolution, the SFMTA Board of Directors reviewed the 

1
IFEIR and found that since certification of the FEIR, no changes hav.e occurred in the 

\ l
1
proposed project or in the circumstances under which the project would be implemented that I . . 

l ~ould cause new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity o~ impacts . 
I . . 
j!identified and analyzed in the FEIR, and that no new information has emerged that would 

llmat.erially change the analyses or conclusions.set forth .in the.FEIR; and . 

11 WHEREAS, The SFMTA Board determined that its actions would not necessitate 

I !implementation of additional or considerably different mitigation measures than those 
II 
\!identified in the FEIR; and 

\

1 

WHEREAS, A copy of SFMTA Resolution No. 16-031 is on file with the Clerk of the 

I Board of Supervisors in File No. 170129 and is incorporated herein by reference; and 

I WHEREAS, San Francisco (City) and the State of California Department of 

JTransportation (Caltrans) desire to effectuate an agreement {Cooperative Agreement or 
I . 

1\Agreement) that defines the terms and conditions under which the Project will be designed 
i 

and constructed; and 

WHEREAS, A copy of the Cooperative Agreement is on file with the Clerk of the Board 

i\of Supervisors in File No. 170129 and is incorporated by reference herein; and 
I· 
1' 
11 
11 
11 

I: 
Ji 
11Supervisor Farrell 
I BOARD OF SUPERVISORS . 
'\ 
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'I 
II WHEREAS, Said Cooperative Agreement provides.that the City is the impl~menting 

lrgency for environmental, design, and construction of the Project and the City is responsible 

ror 100% of the costs incurred as the implementing agency and Caltrans is responsible for the 

l~osts Caltrans incurs· performing independent quality assurance, and review and approval of 

I J esign and construction documents; and . 
I I WHEREAS, Execution of the Cooperative Agreement is· a prerequisite for Caltrans 

' issuing an encroachment permit for the Project; and 

WHEREAS, Public Works has reviewed the Cooperative Agreement and recommends 

I that the Board approve it; and 
! 
j 1 . WHEREAS, The. Board of Supervisors finds that entering into a Cooperative 

I rgreement with Caltrans for this portion of the Project is within the scope of the FEIR, and no 

I \:dditional environmental review is required under CEQA, and hereby adopts as its own the 

I 1Findings of the SFMTA Board Resolution No. 16-031; and . 

11

1 

WHEREAS, In Public Works Order No. 184920, dated May 25, 2016, the Director of 
I . I !Public Works recommends that the Board approve the Cooperative Agreement; and 
11 

1
1, WHEREAS, A copy of said Order is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in 

!\File No. 170129 and is incorporated by reference herein; now, therefore, be it I . 
j · RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors has reviewed the Public Works Order 

!No. 184920 and accepts the Director of Public Works' recommendation to approve the 

I Cooperative Agreement with Caltrans apportioning responsibilities for the Project in 

1

substantially the same form as set forth in the Agreement; and, be it 
1
1 FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors authorizes and directs the 

!Director of Public Works to execute the Cooperative Agreem~nt and approve any additions, 

!
amendments or other modifications to the Cooperative Agreement that the Director of Public 

I . 

\(works, in consultation with the City Attorney, determines is in the best interest of the City, do 

!1 . 
11 
•I 
jt 

I !supervisor Farrell 
\ lsoARD OF SUPERVISORS 
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I! 
ii 
I 

.1 not materially increase the obligations or liabilities of the City or materially decrease the public 

2 benefits accruing to the City, and are necessary or advisable to complete the transactions 

3 

4 FURTHER RESOLVED, That within 10 days of executing the Cooperative Agreement, 
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1 · Supervisor Farrell 
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BUDGET AND FINANCE COMMITTEE MEETING MARCH 2, 2017 

ltem4 Department: 
File 17-0129 General Services Agency -: Department of Public Works 

(DPW) 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
Legislative Objectives 

• The proposed resolution would· approve the second cooperative agreement between 
Public Works and Caltrans concerning the design and construction of the Lombard Street 
Vision Zero Project, including pedestrian safety, transit improvements, and utility 
upgrades along Lombard Street between Francisco Street and Van Ness Avenue. The 
proposed resolution would also make environmental findings. 

Key Points 

• Vision Zero SF is a policy adopted by the City and County of San Francisco in 2014 in order 
to decrease roadway injuries and deaths. The City of San Frandsco has ongoing Vision 
Zero projects on 19th Avenue, Van Ness Av~nue and Lombard Street. 

• Lombard Street is also State Route 101 from Van Ness Avenue to the intersection of 
Richardson and Francisco Streets, and therefore is under jurisdiction of Caltrans. Due to 
Caltrans' right of way, Public Works must sign a cooperative agreement for all design and 
implementation phases of the project in order to get an encroachment permit. 

• The proposed cooperative agreement specifies the responsibilities of the City and Caltrans 
in executing the project. The City is the implementing agency for all phases of the project. 
Caltrans is responsible for providing independent quality assurance and for issuing an 
encroachment permit after accepting the final plans, specifications, and estimate package. 
Caltrans is also responsible for providing a right-of certification, funding verification, and 
the quality management for the construction. 

Fiscal Impact 

• Under the proposed cooperative agreement, the City is responsible for the 
environmental, design and construction costs of the project, estimated to be $11,095,215, 
previously appropriated by the Board ofSupervisors in the Public Works budget. 

Recommendation 
• ·Approve the proposed resolution 

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
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BUDGET AND FINANCE COMMITTEE MEETING MARCH 2, 2017 

MANDATE STATEMENT 

According to· City Charter Section 2.105, the Board of Supervisors shall act only by written 
ordinance or resolution. According to Mr. John Malamut, Deputy City Attorney, the proposed 
cooperative agreement between the California Department of Transportation (c~.ltrans) and 
the Department. of Public Works (Public Works) requires Board of Supervisors approval by 
resolution because the cooperative· agreement commits the City to use funds for the 
improvement of Lombard Street between Francisco Street and Van Ness Avenue, which is State 
Route 101, and therefore, under the jurisdiction of Caltrans. 

BACKGROUND 

Vision Zero SF is a policy adopted by the City and County of San Francisco in 2014 in order to 
decrease roadway injuries and deaths.· As part of a two-year plan, Public Works, the 
Department of Public Health, San Francisco Planning Department, .San Francisco Municipal 
Transportation Agency (SFMTA), San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, and the San 
Francisco Police Department (SFPD) are working on improving pedestrian safety along the 125 

.miles of identified high-injury roadways·. The City of Sah Francisco has ongoing Vision Zero 
projects on 19th Avenue, Van Ness Avenue and Lombard Street. 

According to Ms. Shannon Cairns, Project Manager for Public Works, Public Works is 
responsible for the design and construction of the Lombard Street Vision Zero Project. On 
March 15, 2016, after the required environmental planning documents were submitted, the 
SFMTA Board of Directo.rs adopted a resolution approving the project elements along the 
Lombard Street corridor, between Van Ness Avenue and Doyle Drive. The project has both 
near-term and longer-term improvements, including: 

· • Signal timing adjustments, such as installing leading pedestrian interval signs 

• Intersection daylighting, or removing parking spots adjacent to curbs at intersections 

• High visibility crosswalks 

• Advanced limit (or stop) lines for cars 

• Bulbs (sidewalk extensions for both ped.estrians and public transit stops) 

Partner with Caltrans 

Lombard Street is also State Route 101 from Van Ness Avenue to the intersection of Richardson 
and Francisco Streets, and therefore is under jurisdiction of Caltrans. Due to Caltrans' right of 
way, Public Works has to execute a cooperative agreement with Caltrans for all phases of the 
Project as a prerequisite for Caltrans issuing an encroachment permit for the Project. 

The Board of Supervisors approved a resolution on May 5, 2016 (File 16-0324), approving the 
cooperative agreement for Public Works pay $200,000 to Caltrans to review and approve the 
Project Initiation Document, which is a Caltrans-required document prior to receiving a Caltrans 
encroachment p~rmit. This is the "K" phase of the Project per Caltrans process, and comes 

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
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BUDGET AND FINANCE COMMITIEE MEETING MARCH 2, 2017 

before Phases 0-3. According to State law, Caltrans is able to require reimbursement from local 
agencies for the.cost of reviewing and approving a Project Initiation Document. 

DETAILS OF PROPOSED LEGISLATION 

The proposed resolution would approve the second cooperative agreement between Public 
Works and Caltrans concerning the design and construction (these are the 0-3 Phases of the 
Project per Caltrans process) of the Lombard Street Vision Zero Project, including pedestrian 
safety, transit irnprovernents, and utility upgrades along Lombard Street between Francisco 
Street and Van Ness Avenue. The proposed resolution would also make environmental findings. 

The proposed cooperative agreement specifies the responsibilities of the City and Caltrans in 
executing the project. The City is the implementing agency for all phases of the project. Caltrans 
is responsible for providing independent quality assurance and for issuing an encroachment 
permit after accepting the final plans, specifications, and estimate package. Caltrans is also 
responsible for providing a right-of-way certification, funding verification, and the quality 
management for the construction. 

According to Ms. Cairns, the execution of this cooperative agreement is a prerequisite for 
Caltrans issuing an encroachment permit for the Project. Caltrans specifies the terms as a 
matter of policy. Public Works has entered into cooperative agreements with Caltrans 
previously on Vision Zero projects, such as for the 19th Avenue Project, whose second 
cooperative agreement regarding encroachment permits was executed on July18, 2016. 

Environmental Findings 

In March 2014, the Planning Commission certified the Transit Effectiveness Project Final 
Environmental Impact Report,. and the SF MT A Board of Directors adopted findings under the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

FISCAL IMPACT 

Under the proposed cooperative agreement, the City is responsible for the environmental, 
design and construction costs of the project, estimated to be $11,095,215, previously 
appropriated by the Board .~f Supervisors in the Public Works budget. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Approve the proposed resolution. 

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST 
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COOPERATIVE AG~EMENT 
State Independent Quality Assurance 

AGREEMENT 04-2618 
Project No. 0416000004 

EA41790 
04-SF~ 101-6. 71/8.00 

This AGREEMENT, effective on , is between the State of 
California, acting through its Department of Transportation, referred to as CALTRANS, and: 

City and County of San Francisco, a municipal corporation of the State of California, referred 

to hereinafter as CITY. 

RECITALS 

1. PARTNERS are authorized to enter into a cooperative agreement for improvements to the state 
highway system (SHS) per the California Streets and Highways Code sections 114 and 130. 

2. For the purpose of this AGREEMENT, US 101/Lombard Street Vision Zero Surface 
· Improvements (bus transit and pedestrian bulbs and daylighting measures) and Underground 

Utility Upgrade Project between Van Ness A venue and Richardson A venue will be referred to 
hereinafter as PROJECT. The project scope of work is defined in the PROJECT initiation and 
approval documents (e.g. Project Study Report, Permit Engineering Evaluation Report, or 
Project Report). 

3. All responsibilities assigned in this AGREEMENT to complete the following PROJECT . 
COMPONENTS will be referred to hereinafter as OBLlGATIONS: 

• Project Approval and Environmental.Document (PA&ED) 

• Plans, Specifications, and Estimate (PS&E) 

• Right of Way Su1:1port (R!W SUPPORT) 

• Right of Way Capital (R/W CAPITAL) 

• CONSTRUCTION SUPPORT 

• CONSTRUCTION CAPITAL 

4. This AGREEMENT is separate from and does not modify or replace any other cooperative 
agreement.or memorandum of understanding between PARTNERS regarding the PROJECT. 

369 
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AGREEMENT 04-2618 
Project No. 0416000004 

. 5. The following work associated with this PROJECT has been completed or is in progress:. 

• CITY is developing the Project Initiation Document (Cooperative Agreement No. 04-

2601). 

• The San Francisco Planning Commission certified the Transit Effectiveness Project (TEP) 
EIR in March, 2014. The project's proposed bus stop consolidations and relocations, and 

the transit and pedestrian bulb-outs along SR.101 are included in the TEP EIR. 

• The San Francisco Planning Department (SF Planning) issued an Abbreviated CEQA 
Checklist for TEP Improvements subsequent to Certification of the TEP EIR for the 

additional pedestrian bulb-outs and other surface improvements on January 12, 2016. 

• San Francisco Planning issued a Categorical Exemption Determination (Cat Ex) for the 

water distribution system replacement and reconstruction on March 17, 2016. 

• San Francisco Planning issued a Cat Ex for the wastewater system repair and replacement ., 

on March 17, 2016. 

6. In this AGREEMENT capitalized words represent defined terms, initialisms, or acronyms. 

7. PARTNERS hereby set forth the terms, covenants, and conditions of this AGREEMENT, 

under which they will accomplish OBLIGATIONS. 

RESPONSIBILITIES 

Sponsorship 

8. CITY is the SPONSOR for the PROJECT COMPONENTS in this AGREEMENT. 

Funding 

9. Funding sources, funding amounts, and invoicing/payment details are documented in the 

· FUNDING SUMMARY. The FUNDING SUMMARY is incorporated and made an express 

part of this AGREEMENT. 

PARTNERS will execute a new FUNDING SUMMARY each time.the funding details change. 

The FUNDING SUMMARY will be executed by a legally authorized representative of the 

respective PARTNERS. The most current fully executed FUNDING SUMMARY supersedes 

any previous FUNDING SUMMARY created for this AGREEMENT. 

Replacement of the FUNDING SUMMARY will not require an amendment to the body of this 

AGREEMENf unless the funding chaP.ges require it. 

370 
PACT Project Development Aweement 2015-03-12 (Created 09/09/16) 2of21 



AGREEMENT 04-2618 
Project No. 0416000004 

10. Each PARTNER is responsible for the costs they incur in performing the OBLIGATIONS of 
this AGREEMENT unless otherwise stated in this AGREEMENT. 

Implementing Agency 

11. CITY is the IMPLEMENTING AGENCY for PA&ED. 

12. CITY is the IMPLEMENTING AGENCY for PS&E. · 

13. CITY is the IMPLEMENTING AGENCY for RIGHT OF WAY .. 

14. CITY is the IMPLEMENTING AGENCY for CONSTRUCTION. 

15. The IMPLEMENTING AGENCY for a PROJECT COMPONENT will provide a Quality 
Management Plan (QMP) for that component as part of the PROJECT MANAGEMENT 
PLAN. The Quality Management Plan describes the IMPLEMENTING AGENCY's quality 
policy and how it will be used. The Quality Management Plan is subject to CALTRANS 
review and approval. 

16. Any PARTNER responsible for completing WORK shall make its personnel and consultants 
·that prepare WORK avmlable to help resolve WORK-related problems and changes for the 
entire duration of the PROJECT including PROJECT COMPONENT work that may occur 
under separate agreements. 

. . 
Independent Quality Assurance 

17. CALTRANS will provide Independent Quality Assurance for the portions of WORK within 
the existing and proposed SHS right-of-way. 

CAL TRANS' Independent Quality Assurance efforts are to ensure that City's quality assurance 
activities result in WORK being developed in accordance with the appli~ble standards and 
within an established Quality Management Plan.. Independent Quality Assurance does not 
include any efforts necessary to develop or deliver WORK or any validation by verifying or 
rechecking work performed by another party. 

When CALTRANS performs Independent Quality Assurance it does so for its own benefit. No 
one can assign liability to CALTRANS due to its Independent Quality Assurance. 

371 
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Environmental Document Quality Control (EDQC) Program 

AGREEMENT 04-2618 
Project No. 0416000004 

18. Per CEQA statutes, CALTRANS quality assurance procedures for all environmental 

documents are descnbed in the Jay Norvell Memos dated October 1, 2012 (available at 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/ser/memos.htm#UnkTarget_705). This also includes the independent 

judgment analysis and determination under CEQA that the environmental documentation 

meets CEQA requirements. 

CEQA Lead Agency 

19. CITY is the CEQA Lead Agency for the PROJECT. 

20. CALTRANS is a CEQA Responsible Agency for the PROJECT. 

21. · PARTNERS will comply with the commitments and conditions set forth in the environmental 

documentation, environmental permits, approvals, and applicable agreements as those 

commitments and conditions apply to each PARTNER' s responsibilities in this 

AGREEMENT. 

22. Unless otherwise assigned in this AGREEMENT, the IMPLEMENTING AGENCY for a 

PROJECT COMPONENT is responsible fo~ all PROJECT COMPONENT WORK associated 

with coordinating, obtaining, implementing, renewing, and amending the PROJECT permits, 

agreements, and approvals whether they are identified in the planned project scope of work or 

become necessary in the course of completing the PROJECT. 

Pr<dect Appr0val and Environme11ial Docum:entf PA&EUl 

23. As IMPLEMENTING AGENCY for PA&ED, CITY is responsible for all PA&ED WORK 

except those P A&ED activities and responsibilities that are assigned to another PARTNER in 
this AGREEMENT and those activities that may be spec..ifically excluded. 

24~ CALTRANS will be responsible for completing the following PA&ED activities: 

' . 

Independent Quality Assurance 
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AGREEMENT 04-2618 
Project:N"o.0416000004 

25. Any PARTNER preparing environmental documentatio~ including studies and reports, will 
ensure that qualified pe~onnel remain available to help resolve environmental issues and 
perform any necessary work to ensure that the PROIBCT remains in enviro111D.ental 
compliance. · 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA} 

26. CITY determined the type of CEQA documentation and caused that documentation to be 
prepared in accordance with CEQA requirements. 

27. CEQA environmental documentation was prepared to meet CEQA requirements and followed 
CITY's standards that apply to the CEQA process (San Francisco Administrative Code Chapter 
31 (California Environmental Quality Act Procedures and Fees)). 

28. CALTRANS is a CEQA Responsible Agency for the PROJECT and will review, comment, 
and concur on all environmental documentation (including, but not limited to, studies, reports, 
public notices,·and public meeting materials, determinations, administrative drafts, and final 
environmental documents) at appropriate stages of development prior to approval and public 
availability. 

29. Any PARTNER preparing any portion of the CEQA environmental documentation, including 
any studies and reports, will submit that portion of the documentation to the CEQA tead 
Agency_for review, comment, and approval at appropriate stages of development prior to 
public availability, if applicable. 

30. If CITY makes any changes to the CEQA documentation, CITY will allow CALTRANS to 
review, comril.ent, and concur on those changes prior to the CITY's approval at appropriate 
stages of development prior to public availability. 

31. If the CEQA lead agency, CITY, makes any changes to CEQA-telated public notices, then 
CITY will allow CALTRANS to review, comment, and concur on those changes prior to 
publication and circulation, if applicable. 

32. CITY will attend all CEQA-related public meetings, if public meetings are required. 
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AGREEMENT 04-2618 
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33. If a PARTNER who is not the CEQA lead agency holds a public meeting about the PROJECT, 
that PARTNER must clearly state its role in the PROJECT and the identity of the CEQA foad 
agency on all meeting publications. All meeting publications must also inform the attendees 
that public comments collected at the meetings are not part of the CEQA public review . . 
process. 

That PARTNER will submit all meeting advertisements, agendas, exhibits, handouts, and 
materials to the CEQA lead agency for review, comment, and approval at least ten (10) 
working days prior to publication or use. If that PARTNER makes any changes to the 
.materials, it will allow the CEQA lead agency to review, comment on, and approve those 
changes ·at least three (3) working days prior to the public meeting date. · 

The CEQA lead agency maintains final editorial control with respect to text or graphics that 
could lead to public confusion over CEQA-related roles and responsibilities. 

Plans, Specifications, and Estimate (PS&E) 

34. As IMPLEMENTING AGENCY for PS&E, CITY is responsible for all PS&E WORK except 
those PS&E activities and responsibilities that are assigned to another PARTNER in this 

AGREEMENT and those activities that may be specifically excluded. 

35. CALTRANS will be responsible for completing the following PS&E activities: 

Independent Quality Assurance 

36. CITY will prepare Utility Conflict Maps identifying the accommodation; protection, 
relocation, or removal of any existing utility facilities that conflict with construction of the 
PROJECT or that violate CALTRANS' encroachment policy. 

CITY will provide CALTRANS a copy of Utility Conflict Maps for CAL TRANS' concurrence 
prior to issuing the Notices to Owner and executing the Utility Agreement. All utility conflicts 
will be addressed iti the PROJECT plans, specifications, and estimate. 

Right of Way (RJW) 

37. As IMPLEMENTING AGENCY for R/W, CITY~ responsible for all R/W SUPPORT 
WORK except those RJW SUPPORT activities and responsibilities that are assigned to another 
PARTNER in this AGREEMENT and those activities that may be specifically excluded. 
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AGREEMENT 04-2618 
Project No. 0416000004 

38. CALTRANS will be responsible for completing the following WW SUPPORT activities: 

Independent Quality Assurance 

39. The sek~ction ofR/W personnel and WORK within the completed PROJECT's SHS right~of~ 
way will be performed in accordance with federal and California laws and regulations, and 
CAL TRANS' policies, procedures, standards, practiCes, and applicable agreements. 

40. CITY will make all necessary arrangements with utility owners for th~ timely accommodation, 
protection, relocation, or removal of any existing utility facilities that conflict with construction 
of the PROJECT or that violate CAL1RANS' encroachment policy. 

41. CITY will provide CALTRANS a copy of coDflict maps, Relocation Plans;pr~posed Notices 
to Owner, Reports of Investigation, and Utility Agreements (if applicable) for CALTRANS' 
concurrence prior to issuing the Notices to Owner and executing the Utility Agreement All 
utility conflicts will be fully addressed prior to Right of Way Certification and all arrangements 
for the protection, relocation, onemoval of all conflicting facilities will be completed prior to 
construction contract award and included in the PROJECT plans, specifications, and estimate. 

42. CITY will determine the cost to positively identify and locate, protect, relocate, or remove any 
utility facilities whether inside or outside SHS right-of-way in accordance with federal and 
California laws and regulations, and CAL TRANS' polici~s, procedures, standards, practices, 
and applicable agreements including but not liniited to Freeway Master Contracts. 

. . 
43. CITY will provide a land surveyor.licensee! in the State of California to be responsible for 

surveying and right-of-way engineering. All survey and right-of-way engineering documents 
will bear the professiona1 seal, certificate number, registration classification, expiration date of 
certificate, and signature of the responsible surveyor. 

44. CITY will utilize a public agency currently qualified by CALTRANS or a properly licensed 
consultant for all right-of-way activities. A qualified right-of-way agent will administer all 
right-of-way consultant contracts. 

CITY will submit a draft Right of Way Certific~tion document to CALTRANS six (6) weeks 
prior to the scheduled Right of Way Ce;rtification milestone date for review. 

CITY will submit a final Right of Way certification document to CALTRANS for approval 
prior to the PROJECT advertisement. · 
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45. Physical and legal possession of right~of-way must be completed prior to construction. 

advertisement, unless PARTNERS mutually agree to other arrangements in writing. Right of 

way conveyances must be completed prior to OBLIGATION COMPiETION, unless 

PARTNERS mutually agree to other arrangements in writing. 

46. CAL TRANS' acceptance of right-of~way title is subject to review of an Updated Prelinumiry 

Title Report provided by City verifying that the title is free of all encumbrances and liens. 

Upon acceptance, City will provide CALTRANS with a Policy of Title Insurance in 
CALTRANS' name. 

4 7. CITY will hear and adopt Resolutions of Necessity when authorized to do so by law or will 

work with local agencies having jurisdiction and authorized under the law to hear and adopt . . . 
Resolution of Necessity. 

Construction 

48. As IMPIBMENTING AGENCY for CONSTRUCTION, CITY is responsible for all 

CONSTRUCTION SUPPORT WORK except those CONSTRUCTION SUPPORT activities 

and responsibilities that are assigned to another PARTNER in this AGREEMENT and those 

. activities that may be specifically excluded. 

49. CALTRANS will be responsible for completing the following CONSTRUCTION SUPPORT 

activities: 

Independent Quality Assurance 

285.05.15.xx Change Order Acceptance as required in this Agreement 

270.20.45.xx SWPPP/WPCP Review & Approval 

50. CALTRANS will not issue an Encroachment Permit to CITY for construction work until 

CALTRANS accepts: 

• The final Plans, Specifications, and Estimate 

• The Rightwof-Way Certification 

51. CITY will require the construction contractor to furnish payment and perfon:ilance bonds 

naming CITY as obligee, and CALTRANS as additional obligee, and to carry liability 

. insurance in accordance with CALTRANS Standard Specifications. 
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52. CITY will ~dvertise, open bids, award, and approve the construction contract in accordance 
with the California Public Contract Code and the California Labor Code. By accepting 
responsibility to advertise and award the construction contract, CITY also accepts 
responsibility to administer the construction contract · 

53. CALTRANS will not issue an Encroachment Permit to CITY's construction contractor until 

CALTRANS aceepts: 

• The payment and performance bonds 

• The CONSTRUCTION Quality Management Plan 

. 54. CITY will provide a Resident Engineer and CONSTRUCTION SUPPORT staff that are 

independent of the construction contractor. The Resident Engineer will be a Civil Engineer, 
licensed in the State of California, who is responsible for construction contract administration 
activities. 

55. The CONSTRUCTION Quality Management Plan will describe how construction material 
verification and workmanship inspections will be performed at manufacturing sources and the. 
PROJECT job-site. The construction material and source inspection Quality Management Plan 
is subject to review and approval by the State Materials Engineer. 

56. The CONSTRUCTION Quality Management Plan will address the radiation safety 

requirements of the California Code of Regulations 17 CCR § 30346 when the work will 
require Gamma-Gamma Logging acceptance testing for CIDH pile or whenever else it is 

applicable. In accordance with these regulations CITY, as the "well operator", will have a 

written agreement with any consultant or external entity performing these tests. 

57. CALTRANS will review and concur with: 

• Change Orders affecting public safety, public convenience, protected environmental 
resources, the preservation of property> all design and specification changes, and all major 
changes as defined in the CALTRANS Construction Manual. These Change Orders must 
receive written concurrence by CAL TRANS prior to implementation. 

• The Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) or the Water Pollution Control Plan 
(WPCP). 

58. If CONSTRUCTION CAPITAL is funded with state then CITY will administer and process all 
construction contract Claims using a CALTRANS-approved process. CAL TRANS will 

· provide Independent Quality Assurance for the claims process. 
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· 59. CITY or its designee is designated as the Legally Responsible Person pursuant to the 
Construction General Permit, State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) Order Number 
2009-0009-DWQ, as defined in Appendix S, Glossary, and assumes all roles and 
responsibilities assigned to the Legally Responsible Person as mandated by the Construction 
General Permit. CITY is required to comply with the CALTRANS MS4 National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit for all work within the State Highway System. 

60. As the CONSTRUCTION IMPLEMENTING AGENCY, CITY is responsible for maintenance 
of the State Highway System within the PROJECT limits as part of the construction contract 
until the following conditions are met: 

• Any required Maintenance Agreements are executed for the portions of SHS for which 
relief of maintenance is to be granted. 

• CAI.TRANS approves a request from CITY for relief from maintenance of the PROJECT 
or a portion thereof. 

61. After OBLIGATION COMPLETION SHS maintenance will be handled through an existing 
_ maintenance agreement 

62. Within one hundred eighty (180) calendar days following the completion and acceptance of the 
PROJECT construction contract, CITY shall furnish CAL TRANS with a complete set of "As
Built" plans arid Change Order8,. including any changes authorized by CAL TRANS, on a CD 
ROM and in accordance. with CALTRANS' then current CADD User's Manual (Section 4.3), 
Plans Preparation Manual, and CALTRANS P!actice. The plans will have the Resident 
Engineer's name, contract number, and construction contract acceptance dat~ printed on each 
plan sheet, and with the Resident Engineer's signature on).y on the title sheet. The As-Built 
plans will be in Microstation.DGN format, version 7.0 or later. In addition, CITY will provide 
one set of As-Built plans and addenda in TIFF format~ 

The submittal must also include all CALTRANS requested contract records, and land survey 
doCillllents. The land survey documents include monument preservation documents and 
Records of SU!Vers prepared to satisfy the requirements of the California Land Surveyors Act 
(Business and Professions Code sections 8700 - 8805). Copies of survey documents and 
Records of Surveys filed in accordance with Business & Professions Code, including sections 
8762 and 8771, shall contain the filing information provided by the county in which filed. 

63. Upon OBLIGATiON COMPLETION, ownership or title to all materials and equipment 
.constructed or installed for the operations and/or maintenance of the SHS within SHS right-of
way as part of WORK become the property of CALTRANS. 

CALTRANS will not accept ownership or title to any materials or equipment constructed or 
installed outside the SHS right-of-way. 
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64. PARTNERS will manage the schedule for OBLIGATIONS through the work plan included in 

the PROJECT MANAGEMENT PLAN. 

Additional Provisions 

65. PARTNERS will perform all OBLIGATIONS in accordance with federal and California laws, 

regulations, and standards; FHW A STANDARDS; and CALTRANS STANDARDS. 

66. · CALTRANS retains the right to reject noncompliant WORK, protect P1;1blic safety, preserve 
property rights, and ensure that all WORK is in the best interest of the SHS. 

67. Each PARTNER will ensure that personnel participating in OBLIGATIONS are appropriately · 
qualified or licensed to perform the tasks assigned to them. 

68. PARTNERS will invite each other to participate in the selection of any consultants who 
participate in OBLIGATIONS. 

69. CALTRANS will issue, upon proper application, the encroachment permits required for 
WORK within SHS right-of-way. Contractors and/or agents, and utility owners will not work 
within the SHS right-of-way without an encroachment permit issued in their name. 
CALTRANS will provide encroachment permits to PARTNERS, their contractors, consultants 
and agents, and utility owners at no cost. If the encroachment permit and this AGREEMENT . 
conflict, the requirements of this AGREEMENT shall·prevail. 

70. The JMPLEMENTING AGENCY for a PROJECT COMPONENT will coordinate, prepare, 
obtain, implement, renew, and _amend any encroachment permits needed to complete the 
PROJECT COMPONENT WORK. 

71. If any PARTNER discovers unanticipated cultural, archaeological, paleontological, or other 
protected resources during WORK, all WORK in that area will sfop and that PARTNER will 
notify all PARTNERS within twenty-four (24) hours of discovery. WORK may only resume 
after a qualified professional has evaluated the nature and significance of the discovery and a 
plan is approved for its removal or protection. 

72. PARTNERS will hold all administrative drafts and administrative final reports, studies, 
materials, and documentation relied upon, produced, created, or utilized for the PROJECT in 
confidence to the extent permitted by law and where applicable, the provisions of California 
Government Code section 6254.S(e) shall protect the confidentiality of such documents in the 
event that said documents are shared between PARTNERS. 
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PARTNERS will not distribute, release, or share said documents with anyone other than 
employees, agents, and consultants who require access to complete the PROJECT without the 
written consent of the PARTNER authorized to release them, unless required or authorized to 

do so bylaw. 

73. If a PARTNER receives a public records request pertaining to OBLlGATIONS, that 
PARTNER will notify PARTNERS within five (5) .working days of receipt and make 
PARTNERS aware of any disclosed public documents. PARTNERS will consult with each 

other prior to the release of any public documents related to th~ PROJECT. 

74. If HM-1 or HM-2 is found during a PROJECT COMPONENT, the IMPLEMENTING 
AGENCY for that PROJECT COMPONENT will immediately notify PARTNERS. 

· 75. CALTRANS, independent of the PROJECT, is responsible for any HM-1 found within the 
existing SHS right-of-way. CALTRANS will undertake, or cause to be undertaken, HM 
MANAGEMENT ACTIVITIES related to HM-1 with minimum impact to the PROJECT 
schedule. 

CALTRANS, independent of the PROJECT will pay, or cause to be paid, the cost of HM 

MANAGEMENT ACTIVITIES related to HM-1 found within the existing SHS right-of-way. 

76. CITY, independent of the PROJECT, is responsible for any HM-1 found within the PROJECT 
limits and outside the existing SHS right-of-way. CITY will undertake, or cause to be 
undertaken, HM MANAGEMENT ACTIVITIES related to HM-1 with minimum impact to the 
PROJECT schedule. 

CITY, independent of the PROJECT, will pay,. or cause to be paid, the cost of HM 
MANAGEMENf ACTMTIES related to HM-1 found within the PROJECT limits and 
outside of the existing SHS right-of-way. 

· 77. If HM-2 is found within the PROJECT limits, the public agency responsible for the 

advertisement, award, and administra~on (AAA) of the PROJECT construction contract will 
be responsible for HM MANAGEMENT ACTIVTI1ES related to HM-2. 

78. CALTRANS' acquisition or acceptance of title to any property on wlllch any HM-1 or HM-2 
. is found will proceed in accordance with CAL TRANS' policy on such acquisition. 

79. CITY will accept, reject, compromise, settle, or litigate claims of any non-AGREEMENT 
parties hired to complete OBLlGATIONS. 
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80. PARTNERS will confer on any claim that may affect OBLIGATIONS or PARTNERS' 
liability or responsibility under this AGREEMENT in order to retain resolution possibilities for 
potential future claims. No PARTNER will prejudice the rights of another PARTNER until 

after PARTNERS confer on the claim. 

81. If the PROJECT expends state or federal funds, each PARTNER will comply with the federal 
Uniform Administrative Requirements, Cost Principles, and Audit Requirements for Federal 
Awards of 2 CFR, Part 200. PARTNERS will ensure that any for-profit party hired to. 
participate in the OBLIGATIONS will comply with the requirements in 48 CFR, Chapter 1, 
Part31. When state or federal funds are expended on the PROJECT these principles and 
requirements apply to all funding types included in this AGREEMENT. 

82. If the PROJECT expends state· or federal funds, each PARTNER will undergo an annual audit 
in accordance with the Single Audit Act and the federal Office of Management and Budget 

(OMB) Circular A-133. 

83. If the PROJECT expends federal funds, any PARTNER that hires an A&E consultant to . 
perform WORK .on any part of the PROJECT will ensure that the procurement of the 
consultant and the consultant overhead costs are in accordance with Chapter 10 of the Local 

Assistance Procedures Manual. · 

84. If WORK stops. for any reason, IMPIBMENTING AGENCY will place the PROJECT right~ 
of-way in a safe and operable condition acceptable to CALTRANS. 

85. If WORK stops for any reason, each PARTNER will contfuue to implement all of its 
applicable commitments and conditions included in the PROIBCT environmental 
documentation, permits, agreements, or approvals that are in effect at the time that WORK 
stops, as they apply to each PARTNER' s responsibilities in this AGREEMENT, in order to 
keep the PROJECT in environmental compliance until WORK resumes. 

86. Fines, interest, or penalties levied against a PARTNER will be paid by the PARTNER whose 
action or lack of action caused the levy. 

87. If there are insufficient funds available in this AGREEMENT to place PROJECT right-of-way 

in a safe and operable condition, the appropriate IMPLEMENTING AGENGY will fund these 
activities until such time as PARTNERS amend this AGREEMENT. 

That IMPLEMENTING AGENCY may request reimbursement for these costs during the 
amendment process. 
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88. CITY will furnish CALTRANS with the Project History Files related to the PROJECT 
facilities on SHS within sixty (60) days following the completion of each PROJECT 
COMPONENT. CITY will prepare the Project History File in accordance with the Project 
Development Procedures Manual, Chapter.?. All material will be submitted neatly in a three

ring binder and on a GD ROM in PDF for:11:1at. 

GENERAL CONDITIONS 

89. PARTNERS understand that this AGREEMENT is in accordance with and governed by the 
Constitution and laws of the State of California. This AGREEMENT will be enforceable in the 
State of California. Any P AR1NER initiating legal action arising from this AGREEMENT 
will file and maintain that legal action in the Superior Court of the county in which the 
CALTRANS district office that is signatory to this AGREEMENT resides, or in the Superior 
Court of the county in which the PROJECT is physically located. 

90. All CALTRANS' OBLIGATIONS under this AGREEMENT are subject to the appropriation 
of resources by the Legislature, the State Budget Act authority, and the allocation of funds by 
the California Transportation Commission. 

91. Neither CITY nor any officer or employee thereof is responsible for any injury, damage.or 
liability occurring by reason of anything done or omitted to be done by CALTRANS, its 
contractors, sub-contractors, and/or its agents under or in connection with any work. authority, 
or jurisdiction conferred upon CAL~S under this AGREEMENT. It is understood and 
agreed that CALTRANS, to the ·extent permitted by law, will defend, indemnify, and save 
harmless CITY and all of its officers and employees from all claims, suits, or actions of every 
uame, kind, and description brought forth under, but not limited to, tortious, contractual, 
inverse condemnation, or other theories and assertions of liability occurring by reason of 
anYthlng done or omitted to be done by CALTRANS, its contractors, sub~contractors, mid/or 
its agents under this AGREEMENT. 

92. Neither CALTRANS nor any officer or employee thereof is responsible for any injury, 
damage, or liability occurring by reason of anything done or omitted to be done by CITY, its 
contractors, sub-contractors,, and/or its agents under or in connection with any work. authority, 
or jurisdiction conferred upon CITY under this AGREEMENT. It is understood and agreed 
that CITY, to the extent permitted by law, will defend, indemnify, and save harmless 
CALTRANS and all of its officers and .employees from all claims, suits, or actions of every 
name, kind, and description brought forth under, but not limited to, tortious, contractual, 
inverse condemnation, or other theories and assertions of liability occurring by reason of 
anything done or omitted to be done by CITY, its contractors, sub-contractors, and/or its 
agents under this AGREEMENT. 
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93. PARTNERS do not intend this AGREEMENT to ~reate a third party beneficiary or define 
duties, obligations, or rights in parties not signatory to this AGREEMENT. PARTNERS do not 
intend this AGREEMENT to affect their legal liability by imposing any standard of care for 
fulfilling OBLIGATIONS different from the standards imposed by law. 

94. P AR1NERS will not assign or attempt to assign OBIJGATIONS to parties not signatory to 
this AGREEMENT without an amendment to this AGREEMENT~ 

95. CITY will not interpret any ambiguity contained in this AGREEMENT against CALTRANS. 
CITY waives the provisions of California Civil ('.ode section 1654. 

A waiver of a P ARTNER's performance under this AGREEMENT will not constitute a 
continuous waiver of any other provision. 

96. A delay or omission to exercise a right or power due to a default does not negate the use of that 
right or power.in the future when deemed necessary. 

97. If any PARTNER defaults in its OBLIGATIONS, a non-defaulting PARTNER will request in 
writing that the default be remedied within thirty (30) calendar· days. If the defaulting 
PARTNER fails to do so, the non-defaulting PARTNER may initiate dispute resolution. 

98. PARTNERS will first attempt to resolve AGREEMENT disputes at the PROJECT team level. 
If they cannot resolve the dispute themselves, the CALTRANS district director and the 
executive officer of CITY will attempt to negotiate a resolution. If PARTNERS do not reach a 
resolution, PARTNERS' legal counsel will initiate mediation.PARTNERS agree to participate 
in mediation in good faith and will share equally in its costs. 

Neither the dispute nor the mediation p.i;ocess relieves PARTNERS from full and timely 
performance of OBUGATIONS in accordance with the terms of this AGREEMENT. 
However, if a~y PARTNER stops fulfilling OBUGATIONS, any other PARTNER may seek 
equitable relief to ensure that OBLIGATIONS continue. 

Except for equitable relief, no PARTNER may file a civil complaint until after mediation, or 
forty-five (45) calendar days after filing the written mediation request, whichever occurs first. 

PARTNERS will file any civil complaints in the Superior Court of the county in which the 
CALTRANS district office signatory to this AGREEMENT resides or in the Superior Court of 
the county in which the PROJECT is physically located. 

99. PARTNERS maintain.the ability to pursue alternative or additional dispute remedies if a 
previously selected remedy does not achieve resolution. 
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100. If any provisions in this AGREEMENT are found by a court of competent jurisdiction to be, or 
are in fact, illegal, inoperative, or unenforceable, those provisions do not render any or all other 
AGREEMENT provisions invalid, inoperative, or unenforceable, and those provisions will be 

automatically severed from this AGREEMENT. 

101. If during perforinance of WORK additional activities or environmental documentation is 
necessary to keep the PROJECT in environmental compliance, PARTNERS will amend this 
AGREEMENT to include completion of those additional tasks. 

102. Except as otherwise provided in the AGREEMENT, PARTNERS will execute a formal written 
amendment' if there are any changes to OBLIGATIONS. 

103. When WORK performed on the PROJECT is done under contract and falls within the Labor 

Code section 1720(a)(1) definition of "public works" in that it is construction, alteration, 
demolition, installation, or repair; or maintenance work under Labor Code section 1771, 
PARTNERS shall conform to the provisions of Labor Code sections 1720 through 1815, and 

all applicable provisions of California Code of Regulations found in Title 8, Division 1, 
Chapter 8, Subchapter 3, .Articles 1-7. PARTNERS shall include prevailing wage 

requirements in contracts for public work and require contractors to include the same 
prevailing wage requirements in all subcontracts. Work performed by a P AR1NER's own 
employees is exempt from the Labor Code's Prevailing Wage requirements. 

104. If WORK is paid for, in whole or part, with federal funds and is of the type of work subject to 
federal prevailing wage requirements, PARTNERS shall conform to the provisions of the 
Davis-Bacon and Related Acts, 40 U.S.C. § 276(a). 

When applicable, PARTNERS shall include federal prevailing wage requirements in contracts 
for public work. WORK performed by a P ARTNER's employees is exempt from federal 
prevailing wage requirements. 

105. PARTNERS agree to sign a CLOSURE STATEMENT to terminate this AGREEMENT. 
However, all indemnification, document retention, audit, claims, environmental commitment, 

legal challenge, maintenance and ownership articles will remain in effect ·until terminated or 
modified in writing by mutual agreement or expire by the statute of limitations. 

106. PARTNERS intend this AGREEMENT to be their final expression that supersedes any oral 
understanding or writings pertaining to the OBLIGATIONS. The requirements of this 
AGREEMENT shall preside over any conflicting requirements in any documents that are made 
an express part of this AGREEMENT. 
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AGREEMENT - This agreement including any attachments, exhibits, and amendments. 

CALTRANS STANDARDS - CALTRANS policies and procedures, including, but not limited to, 
the guidance provided in the Project Development Procedures Manual (PDPM) and the 
CALTRANS Workplan Standards Guide for the Delivery of Capital Projects (WSG) [which 
contains the CALTRANS Work Breakdown Structure (WBS) and was previously known as the 
WBS Guide] and is available at http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/projmgmt/guidance.htm. 

CEQA {California Environmental Quality Act) - The act (California Public Resources Code, 
sections 21000 et seq.) that requires state and local agencies.to identify the significant 
environmental impacts of their actions and to avoid or mitigate those significant impacts, if 

· feasible. 

CFR (Code of Federal Regulations)- 'The general and perm~nent rules published in the Federal 
Register by the executive departments and agencies of the federal government. 

CONSTRUCTION -See PROJECT COMPONENT. 

CONSTRUCTION CAPITAL- See PROJECT COMPONENT. 

CONSTRUCTION SUPPORT- See PROJECT COMPONENT. 

CWSURE STATEMENT - A document signed by PARTNERS that verifies the completion of all 
OBLlGATIONS included in this AGREEMENT and in all amendments to this AGREEMENT. 

EDOC (Environmental Document Quality Control) - CALTRANS quality control and quality 
assurance procedures for all environme.ntal documents as described in the Jay Norvell Memos 

. dated October 1, 2012 (available at http://Www.dot.ca.gov/ser/memos.htm#LinkTarget_705). 
This also includes the independent judgment analysis and determination under CEQA that the 
environmental documentation meets CEQA requirements. 

FlIW A- Federal Highway Administration. 

FlIW A STANDARDS - FHW A regulations, policies and procedures, including, but not limited to, 
the guidance provided at w\Vw.:fhwa.dot.gov/topics.htm. 

FUNDING PARTNER - AP ARTNER that commits funds in this AGREEMENT to fulfill 
OBLIGATIONS. A FUNDING PARTNER accepts the responsibility to provide the funds it 
commits in this Agreement. · 

FUNDING SUMMARY·_ An executed document that includes a FUNDING TABLE and invoicing 
and payment methods. 
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FUNDING TABLE - The table that designates funding sources, types of funds, and the PROJECT 
COMPONENT in which the funds are to be spent. Funds listed on the FUNDING TABLE are 
"not-to-exceed" amounts for each FUNDING PARTNER. 

GAAP (Generally Accepted Accounting Principles)- Uniform minimum standards and guidelines 
for financial accounting and reporting issued by the Federal Accounting Standards Advisory 
Board that serve. to achieve some level of standardization. See 
http://www.fasab.gov/accepted.htm. 

HM-1 - Hazardous material (including, but not limited to, hazardous waste) that may require 
removal and disposal pursuant to federal or state law whether it is disturbed by the PROJECT 
or not. 

HM-2 - Hazardous material (including, but not limited to, hazardous waste) that may require 
removal and disposal pursuant to federal or state law only if disturbed by the PROJECT. 

HM MANAGEMENT ACTIVITIES -Management activities related to either HM-1 or HM-2 
including, without limitation, any necessary manifest requirements and disposal facility 
designations. 

IMPLEMENTING AGENCY - The PARTNER responsible for managing the scope, cost, and 
schedule of a PROJECT COMPONENT to ensure the completion of that component. 

IQA (Independent Quality Assurance) - CAL TRANS• efforts to ensure that another PARTNER' s 
quality assurance activities are in accordance with the applicable standards and the 
PROJECT' s Quality Management Plan (QMP). When CAL TRANS performs Independent 
Quality Assurance it does not develop, produce, validate, verify, re-check, or quality control 
anotlier P ARTNER's· work products.· 

NEPA (National En-rlronmental Policy Act of 1969) - This federiil act establishes a national policy 
. for the environment and a process to disclose the adverse impacts of projects with a federal 

nexus. 

OBLIGATIONS - All WORK responsibilities and their associated costs. 

OBLIGATION COMPLETION - PARTNERS have fulfilled all OBUGATIONS included in this 
AGREEMENT and have signed a CWSURE STATEMENT . 

. PA&ED (Project Approval and Environmental Document) - See PROJECT COMPONENT 

PARTNER - Any individual signatory party to this AGREEMENT. 
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PARTNERS -The term that collectively references all of the signatory agencies to this 
AGREEMENT. This term only describes the relationship between these agencies to work 
together to achieve a mutually beneficial goal. It is not used in the traditional legal sense in 
which one PARTNER's individual actions legally bind the other PARTNER. 

PROJECT COMPONENT - A distinct portion of the planning and project development process of a 
capital project as outlined in California Government Code, section 14529(b). 

• PID (Project Initiation Document)- The work required to deliver the projeGt initiation 
document for the PROJECT in accordance with CALTRANS STANDARDS. · 

• P A&ED (Project Approval and Environmental Document) - The work required to deliver 
the project approval and envirorunental documentation for the PROJECT in accordance 

. with CALTRANS STANDARDS. 

• · PS&E (Plans, Specifications, and Estimate) - The work required to deliver the plans, 
specifications, and estimate for the PROIBCT in accordance with CALTRANS 
STANDARDS. 

• R/W (Right ofWay)-The project components for the puipose of acquiring real property 
interests for the PROJECT in accordance with CALTRANS STANDARDS. 

• R/W (Right of Way) SUPPORT-The work required to obtain all property interests for 
the PROJECT. 

• R/W (Right of Way) CAPITAL - The funds for acquisition of property rights for the 
PROJECT. 

• CONSTRUCTION - The project components for the purpose of completing the 
construction of the PROJECT in accordance with CALTRANS STANDARDS. 

• CONSTRUCTION SUPPORT- The work required for the administration, acceptance, 
and final doclimentation of the construction contract for the PROJECT. 

• CONSTRUCTION CAPITAL-The funds for the construction contract. 

PROJECT MANAGEMENT PLAN - A group of documents used to guide the PROJECT' s 
execution and control throughout that projecf s lifecycle. 

PS&E (Plans, Specifications, and Estimate)-See PROJECT COMPONENT. 

QMP (Quality Management Plan) -An integral part of the PROJECT MANAGEMENT PIAN that 
describes IMPLEMENTING AGENCY~s quality policy and how it will be used. 

R/W (Right of Way) CAPITAL-See PROJECT COMPONENT. 
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SHS (State Highway System)-All highways; right-of-way, and related facilities acquired, laid out, 

constructed, improved,, or maintained as a state highway pursuant to constitutional or 

legislative authorization. 

SPONSOR - Any PARTNER that accepts the responsibility to establish scope of the PROJECT and 

the obligation to secure financial resources to fund the PROJECT COMPONENTS in this 

AGREEMENT. A SPONSOR is resppnsible for adjusting the PROJECT scope to match 

committed funds or securing additional funds to fully fund the PROJECT COMPONENTS in 
this AGREEMENT. If this AGREEMENT has more than one SPONSOR, funding 

adjustments will be made by percentage (as outlined in Responsibilities). Scope adjustments 

must be developed through the project development process and must be approved by 
CALTRANS as the owner/operator of the SHS. 

WORK -All efforts to complete the OBLIGATIONS included in this AGRE:8MENT as described 
by the activities in the CALTRANS Workplan Standards Guide for the Delivery of Capital 

Projects (WSG). 
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SIGNATURES 

PARTNERS are empowered by California Streets and Highways Code section 114 and 130 to 
enter into this AGREEMENT and have delegated to the undersigned the authority to execute 
this AGREEMENT on behalf of the respective agencies and covenants to have followed all the 
necessary legal requirements to validly execute this AGREEMENT. 

Signatories may execute this AGREEMENT through individual signature pages provided that 
each signature is an original. This AGREEMENT is not fully executed until all original 
signatures are attached: 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
DEPARTMENT-OF TRANSPORTATION 

Helena (Lenka) .Culik-Caro 
Deputy District Director, Design 

Certified as to funds: 

Jeffrey Armstrong 
District Budget Manager 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN 
FRANCISCO 

Mohammed Nuru 
Director of Public Works 

Attest: 

John Thomas 
Division Manager 

Approved as to form and procedure: 

John Malamut 
Deputy City Attorney 
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FUNDING SUMMARY No. 01 AGREEMENT 04 - 2618 
Project No. 0416000004 

Invoicing and Payment 

Pro;ect Arzproval and Environmental Document (PA&ED) 

1. No invoicing or reimbursement will occur for the PA&ED PROJECT COMPONENT. 

·Plans, Specifications, and Estimate (PS&E) 

2. No invoicing or reimbursement wiU occur for the PS&E PROJECT COMPONENT. 

Right of Way Support (R/W SUPPORT) . 

3. No invoicing or reimbursement will occur for the R/W SUPPORT PROJECT 
COMPONENT. 

Bight 9f lY£1v Capttal (RfW CAPIT.Ah! 

4. No invoicing or reimbursement will occur for the R/W CAPITAL PROJECT 
COMPONENT. 

'. 

CONSTRUCTION SUPPORT 

5. No invoicing or reimbursement will occur for the CONSTRUCTION SUPPORT 
PROJECT COMPONENT. 

CONSTRUCTION CAEITAL 

6. As per the Master Funding Agreement, CITY will invoice CALTRANS (Local Programs) 
after the project specific Program Supplement Agreement (PSA) is executed, for Active 
Transportation Program (ATP) state only funds committed to the PROJECT. 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Planning Commission Motion 19105 

Hearing Date: 
Date: 
Case No.: 
Project Address: 
Zoning: 
Block/Lot: 
Project Sponsor: 

Staff Contact: 

HEARING DATE; March 27, 2014 

March 27, 2014 
March 13, 2014 
2011.0SSSE 
Transit Effectivenes.s Project (TEP), Citywide 

· Not applicable 

Not applicable 
Sean Kennedy, TEP Manager 
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency {the SFMTA) 
One South Van Ness Avenue, 7th Floor 

San Francisco, CA 94103 
Debra Dwyer - (415) 575-9031 

Debra.Dwyer@sfgov.org 

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATED TO THE CERTIFICATION OF A FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
FOR THE TRANSIT EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT AND SERVICE POLICY FRAMEWORK. 

MOVED, that the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter "Commission"). hereby CERTIFIES the 

Final Environmental Impact Report identified as Case No. 2011.0558E, the Transit Effectiveness Project, a 
citywide transit infrastructure project (hereinafter "Project"), based upon the following findings: 

1. The City and County of San Francisco, acting through the Planning Department {hereinafter 
''Department'') fulfilled all procedural requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act 
(Cal. Pub. Res. Code Section 21000 et seq., hereinafter "CEQA"), the State CEQA Guidelines (Cal. 

Admin. Code Title 14, Section 15000 et seq., {hereinafter "CEQA Guidelines") and Chapter 31 of the 
San Francisco Administrative Code (hereinafter "Chapter 31"). 

A. The Department determined that an Environmental Impact Rep~rt (hereinafter "EIR") was 
required and provided public notice of that determination by publication in a newspaper of 
general circulation on November 9, 2011. 

B. On July 10, 2013, the Department published the Draft Environmental Impact Report {hereinafter 
"DEIR") and provided public notice in a newspaper of general circulation of the availabililY. of the 

· DEIR for public review and comment and of the date artd time of the Planning Commission public 

hearing on the DEIR; this notice was mailed to the Department's Jist of persons requesting such 
notice and to people that commented on the Initial Study, published January 23, 2013. 

C. Notices of availability of the DEIR and of the date and time of the public hearing were posted at 
the San Francisco County Clerk's Office, on transit vehicles., and on the.Plarming Department's 

www.sfplanning.org 
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Motion No. 19105 
Hearing Date: March 27, 2014 

CASE NO. 2011.0558E 
Transit Effectiveness Project 

web site by Department staff on July 10, 2013. In addition, copies of the NOA were provided to all 

public libraries within San Francisco. 

D. On July 10, 2013, copies of the DEIR were mailed or otherwise delivered to a list of persons 

requesting it, to those noted on the distribution list in the DEIR, and to government agendes,.the 

latter both directly and through the State Clearinghouse. 

E. Notice of Completion was filed with the State Secretary of Resources via the State dearinghouse 

on July 10, 2013. 

2 .. The Commission.held a duly advertised publi£ hearing on said DEIR on August 15, 2013 at which 
opportunity for public comment was given, and public comment was received on the DEIR. The 

period for acceptance of written comments ended on September 17, 2013. 

3. The Department prepared responses to comments on environmental issues received at the public 

hearing and in writing during the 67-day public review period f<?r the DEIR, prepared revisions to 
the text of the DIDR in response to comments received or based on additional information that 

became available during the public review period, and corrected errors in the DEIR. This material 
was presented in a Responses to Comments document, published on March 13, 2014, distributed to 

the Commission and all parties who commented on the DEIR, and made available to others upon 

request at the Departffient. 

4. A Final Environmental hnpact Report (hereinafter "FEIR'') has been prepared by the Department, 

consisting of the DEIR, any consultations and comments received during the review process, any 
additional information that became available, the Responses to Comments document, and any Errata 

to the FEIR, alt' as required by law. 

5. Project EIR files have been made available for review by the Commission and the public. These files 

are available for public review at the Department at 1650 Mission Street,. Suite 400, and are part of the 

record before the Commission. 

6. On March 27, 2014, the Commission reviewed and considered the FEIR and hereby does find that the 

contents of said report and the procedures through which the FEIR was prepared, publicized, and 

reviewed comply with the provisions of CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and Chapter 31 of the San 

Francisco Administrative Code. 

7. ·The Planning Commission hereby does find that the FEIR concer~ing File No. 2011.0558E reflects the 

independent judgment and analysis of the City and County of San Francisco, is adequate, accl.trate 

and objective, and that the Responses to Comments document contains no significant revisions to the 
DEIR, and hereby does CERTIFY TIIE COMPLETION of said FEIR in compliance with CEQA and the 

CEQA Guidelines. 

8. The Commission, in certifying the completion of said FEIR, hereby does find that the project 
described in the EIR: 

A. will have the following unavoidable significant project-specific effects on the environment: 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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Motion No.19105 
Hear.ing Date: March 27, 2014 

Program Level Components 

Service Policy Framework: Objectives A and C 

CASE NO. 2011.0558E 
Transit Effectiveness Project 

• Impact TR-3: Implementation of the Policy Framework Objective A, Action A3, and 
Objective C, Actions C.3 through C.5 may result in significant traffic impacts; 

• Impact TR-5: Implementation of the Policy Framework Objective A, Action A.3 and 
·objective C, Actions C.3 through C.5 may result in significant loading impacts; 

TPS Toolkit Categories and Program level TTRPs: 

• Impact TR-8: Implementation of the following TPS Toolkit categories: Lane Modifications 
and Pedestrian Improvements maY'result in significant traffic impacts; 

• lmpact TR-10: Implementation of the following TPS Toolkit categories: Transit Stop 
Changes, Lane Modifications, Parking and Turn Restrictions, and Pedestrian 
Improvements, may result in significant loading impacts; 

• Impact TR-14: Implementation of TFS Toolkit elements within the following categories: 
Lane Modifications and Pedestrian Improvements, along the program-level TTRP corridors 
may result in significant traffic impacts; 

Affected Intersections by program-level TTRP corridor 

o TTRP.1, at the intersection5 of: California/ Arguello and California/Park Presidio, 

California/Cherry, California/Locust, California/Presidio, and Califomia/Divisadero 

o TTRP.22_2, at the intersection of; Fillmore/Lombard 

o TTRP.K, at the intersections of: Ocean/Junipero Serra, Ocean/Geneva/Phelan, Ocean/Lee, 

Ocean/Miramar, Ocean/Brighton 

• Impact TR-16: Implementation of the following TPS Toolkit categories: Transit Stop 
Changes, Lane Modifications, Parking and Turn Restrictions, and Pedestrian 
Improvements, along the program-level TTRP corridors may result in significant loading 
impacts; 

PrQj ect Level Components: 

TIRP.14 Moderate Alternative Variant 1 

• Impact TR-48: Implementation of project-level ITRP.14 Moderate Alte~ative Variant 1 
would result in a reduction in on-street commercial loading supply on Mission Street such 
that the existing loading demand during the peak hour of loading activities could not be 
accommodated within on-street loading supply and may create a potentially hazardous 
condition or significant delay that may affect traffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians; 

TIRP.14 Moderate Alternative Variant 2 

• Impact TR-49: Implementation of project-level JTRP_14 Moderate Alternative Variant'2 
would result in a reduction in on-street commercial loading supply on Mission Street suCh 
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Motion No. 19105 
Hearing Date: .March 27, 2014 

CASE NO. 2011.0558E 
Transit Effectiveness Project 

that the existing loading demand during the peak hour of loading activities could riot be 
accommodated within on-street loading supply and may create a potentially hazardous· 
condition or significant delay that may affect traffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians; 

TIRP.14 Expanded Alternative 

• Impact TR-24: Implementation of the project-level TI'RP.14 Expanded Alternative would 
result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of Randall Street/San Jose Avenue 
that would operate at LOSE or LOS F conditions' under Existing plus Service 
. Improvements and the ITRP.14 Exp<!flded Alternative conditions; 

• Impact TR-50: Implementation of project-level ITRP.14 Expanded Alternative would result 
in a reduction in on-street commercial loading supply on Mission Street such that the 
existing loading demand during the peak hour of loading activities could not be 
accommodated within on-street loading supply and may create a potentially hazardous 
condition oi significant delay that may affect traffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians; 

TIRP.22_1 Expanded Altemative. 

• Impact TR-26: Implementation of the project-level TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative would 
result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of 16th/Bryant streets-that would 
operate at LOS E o:r LOS F conditions under Existing plus Service Improvements and the 
TIRP.22_lExpanded Alternative con~itions; 

• Impact TR-27: Implementation of the project-level TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative would 
result in a significant trc1ffk impact at the intersection of 16th Street/Potrero Avenue that 
wou1d operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions under Existing plus Serviee Improvements 
and the ITRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative conditions; 

· • Impact TR,-28: Implementation of the project~level TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative would 
result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of 16th/Seventh streets that would 
operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions under Existing plus Service Improvements and the 
TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative conditions; 

TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 

• ImpactTR-30: Implementation of the project-level 1TRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative 
Variant 1 would res.ult in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of 16th/Bryant 
streets that would operate at LOS· E or LOS F conditions under Existing plus Service 
Improvements and the ITRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 conditions; 

• Impact TR-31: Implementation of th!! project-level ITRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative 
Variant 1 would result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of 16th 

. Street/Potrero Avenue that would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions under Existing 
plus Service Improvements and the ITRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 conditions; 

• ImpactTR-32: Implem~ntation ofthe project-level ITRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative 
Variant 1 would result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of 16t''/Seventh 
streets that would operate at LOSE or LOS F conditions under Existing plus Service 
Improvements and the ITRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative conditions; 
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Motion No.19105 
Hearing Date: March 27, 2014 

CASE NO. 2011.0SSBE 
Transit Effectiveness Project 

· TrRP.22._1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 

• Impact TR-34: Implementation of the projecHevel TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative 
Variant 2 would result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of 16th/6ryant 
streets that would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions under Existing plus Service 
Improvements and the TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 conditiOns; 

• Impact TR-35: Implementation of the project-level TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative 
Variant 2 would result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of 16th 
Street/Potrero Avenue that would op~rate at LOS E or LOS F conditions under Existing 
plus Service Improvements and the TIRP..22__1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 conditions; 

• Impact TR-36: Implementation of the project-level TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative 
Variant 2 would result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of 16th/Seventh 
streets that would operate at LOSE or LOS F conditions under Existing plus Service 
Improvements and the TIRP .22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 conditions; 

1TRP.30_1 Moderate Alternative 

• Impact TR-51: Implem~ntation of project-level TIRP.30_1 Moderate Alternative would 
result in a reduction in on-street commercial loading supply on Stockton Street such that 
the existing loading demand during the peak hour of loading activities could not be 
accommodated within on-street loading supply and may create a potentially hazardous 
condition or significant delay that may affect traffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians; 

TTRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative 

• Impact TR-38: Implementation of the project-level TIRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative wo~ld 
result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of Columbus Avenue/Green 
Street/Stockton Street that would operate at LOS E conditions under Existing plus Service 
Improvements and the TTRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative conditions; 

• Impact TR-52: Implementation of project-level TIRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative would 
result in a reduction in on-street commercial loading supply on Stockton Street such that 
the existing loading demand during the peak hour of loading activities could not be 
accommodated within on-street loading supply and may create a potentially hazardous 
condition or significant delay that may affect traffic, transi~ bicycles, or pedestrians; 

TfRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 

• Impact T.R-40: Implementation of the project-level TTRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative 
Variant 1 would result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of Columbus 
Avenue/Green Street/Stockton Street that would operate at LOS E conditions under 
Existing plus Service Improvements and the TTRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 
conditions; · 

• 1mpact TR~53: Implementation of project-level ITRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 
would result in a reduction in on-street commercial loading supply on Stockton Street such 
that the existing loading demand during the peak hour of loading activities could not be 
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Hearing Date: March 27, 2014 

CASE NO. 2011.0558E 
Transit Effectiveness Project 

accommodated within on-street loading supply and may creafe a potentially hazardous 
condition or significant del1;1y that may affect traffic, ·transit, l:>icycles, or pedestrians; 

TfRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative Varian~ 2 · 

• Impact TR-42: Implementation of the project-level TIRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative 
Variant. 2 would result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of Columbus 
Avenue/Green Street/Stockton Street that would operate at LOS E conditions under 
Existing plus Service Improvements and the TIRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative V~iant 2 
conditions; 

• Impact TR-54: hnplementation of project-level TTRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 
would result in a reduction in on-street commercial loading supply on Stockton Street such 
·that the existing loading demand during the peak hour of loading activities. could not be 
accommodated within on-street loading supply and may create a potentially hazardous 
condition or significant delay that may affect !:faffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians; and 

B. will have the. following significant cumulative effects on the environment: 

• Impact C-TR-1: The Service Policy Framework and Service Improvements or SerVice 
Variants, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable developmentin San 
·Francisco, would contribute considerably to a significant cumulative impact on transit, 
resulting in an exceedance of Muni's capacity utilization standard <;>n the Mission corridor 
within the Southeast screenline of t:h,e Downtown screenlines under 2035 Cumulative plus 
Service Improvements only conditions; 

• Impact C-TR-2: The Service Policy Framework, TPS Toolkit elements as applied in the 
program-level TIRP corridors, and the Service Improvements with the TIRP Moderate 
Alternative, in combination with·past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in 
San Francisco, would contribute considerably to significant cumulative impacts on transit, 
resµlting in exceedances of Muni's capacity utilization standard on the Flllton/Hayes 
corridor within the Northwest screenline and on the Mission corridor within the Southeast 
screenline of the Downtown screenlines under 2035 Cumulative plus Service 
Improvements and the TTRP Moderate Alternative conditions; 

• Impact C-TR-3: The Service Policy Framework, the TPS Toolkit elements as applied in the 
program-level TIRP corridors, and the Service Improvements with the 1TRP Expanded· 
Alternative, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in 
San ·Francisco, would contribute. considerably to significant cumulative impacts on transit, 
resulting in exceedances-of Muni's capacity utilization standard on the Fulton/Hayes 
corridor ·within the Northwest screenline and on the Mission corridor within the Southeast 
sm~enline of the Downtown screenlines under 2035 Cumulative conditions plus Service 
Improvements 11nd the TIRP Expanded Alternative conditions; 

• Impact C-TR-7: Implementation of the Service Policy Framework Objective A, Action A.3 
and Objective C, Actions C.3 through C.5 and TPS Toolkit categories: Lane Modifications 
and Pedestrian Improvement~ as applied in program-level TIRP corridors, in combination 
with past, present.and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result 
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CASE NO. 2011.0558E 
Transit Effectiveness Project 

·-----·····--------------------------------------
~n cumulative traffic impacts at intersections along the corridors under 2035 Cumulative 
plus Service Improvements and the TfRP Moderate Alternative conditions; 

• Impact C-1R-9: Implementation of the Service Policy Framework Objective A, Action A.3 
and Objective C, Actions C.3 through C.5 and TPS Toolkit categories: Lane Modifications 
and Pedestrian Improvements as applied in program-level TfRP corridors would result in 
cumulative traffic impacts at intersections along the corridors under 2035 Cumulative plus 
Service Improvements and the 1TRP Expanded Alternative conditions; 

• · Impact C-TR-43: Implementation of the Policy Framework Objective A, Action A.3 and 
Objective C, Actions C.3 through C.5, and TPS Toolkit' Categories: Transit Stop Changes, 
Lane Modifications, Parking and Turn Restrictions, and Pedestrian Improvements as 
applied to the program-level TTRP corridors in combination with past, present and 
reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in cumulative loading 
impacts; 

• Impact"C-TR-49: Implementation of the Service Policy Framework Objective A, Action A.3 
and Objective C, Actions C.3, C.4 and C.S, and the TPS Toolkit categories: Lane 

. Modifications, Parking and Tum Restrictions, and Pedestrian hnprovements as applied in 
program-level TIRP corridors, in combination with p_ast, present and reasonably 
foreseeable development in San Francisco, may result in significant cumulative parking 
impacts; 

TIRP.J Expanded Alternative 

• Impact C-TR-13: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service hnprovements and 
the TfRP. J Expanded Alternative would contribute considerably lo cumulative traffic 
impacts at the intersection of Market/Church/14th streets during the p.m. peak hour; 

TfRP.5 Expanded Alternative 

• Impact C-TR-14: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus ~ervice Improvements and 
the TIRP.5 Expanded Alternative would result in cumulative traffic impacts at the 
intersection of Fulton Street/Masonic Avenue during the p.rn. peak hour; 

TTRP.BX Expanded Alternative 

• Impact C-TR-15: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and 
the TIRP.8X Expanded Alternative would result in cumulative traffic impacts at the 
intersection of Geneva Avenue/Carter Street during the p.m. peak hour; 

• Impact C-TR-16! Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and 
the TI'RP.8X Expanded Alternative would result in cumulative traffic impacts at the 
intersection of Geneva Avenue/Moscow Street during the p.m. peak hour; 

TTRP.14Variant1 Moderate Alternative 

• Impact C-TR-44! Implementation of the project-level 1TRP Moderate Alternativ.e including 
the TIRP.14 Variant l, TIRP.14 Variant 2, and TIRP.30_1 in combination with past, present 
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and other reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, w~uld result in 
cumulative loading impacts; 

• Im.pact C-TR-52: Implementation of the project-level TIRP Moderate Alternative for the 
'TIRP.U Variant 1 or the TIRP.14 Variant 2, in combination with past, present and 
reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in significant 
cumulative parking impacts; 

TIRP.14. Variant 2 Moderate Alternative 

• Impact C-TR-44: Implementation of the project-level TIRP Moderate Alternative including 
th,e TIRP.14Variant1, TIRP.14 Variant2, and TIRP.30_1 in combination with past, present 
and other reasonably for17seeable dev~lopment in San Francisco, would result in 

. cumulative loading impacts; 

., Impact C-TR-52: Implementation of the project-level ITRP Moderate Alternative for the 
TIRP.14Variant1 or the TIRP.14 Variant 2, in combination with past, present and 
reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in significant 
cumulative parking impacts; 

TIRP.14 Expanded Alternative 

• Impact C-TR-17: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and 
the TTRP.14 Expanded Alternative would result in project and cumulative traffic impacts at 
the intersection of Randall Street/San Jose Avenue during the a.m. peak hour; 

• Impact C-TR-lS: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service lmprovements and 
the T_I'RP.14 Expanded Alternative would result in cumulative traffic impacts at the 
intersection of Mission/Fifth streets during the a.m. peak hour; · 

• Impact C-TR-19: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and 
the TIRP.14 Expanded Alternative would result in cumulative impacts at the intersection of 
Mission/16tb streets during the p.m. peak hour; 

• Impact C-TR-45: Implementation of the project-level TIRP Expanded Altemati~e 
including the TIRP.14, TIRP.30_1, TIRP.30_1 Variant l, and TIRP.30_1Variant2, in 
combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco; 
would result in project and cumulative loading impacts; 

TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative· 

• Impact C-TR-20; I~plementatiori of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service hnprovements and 
TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative would result in project and cumulative traffic impacts at 
the intersection of 16th/Bryant streets during the p;m. peak hour; 

• Impact C-TR-23; hnplementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and 
the TfRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative would result in project and cumulative traffic impacts 
at the intersection of 161h{Potrero streets during the p.m. peak hour; 
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;· -·-~pact C-TR-26:· Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and 
the TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative would result in cumulative traffic impacts at the 
intersection of 161h/Owens streets during the p.m. peak hour; 

• Impact C-TR-29: Implementation of the 2035 Ctimufative plus Service Impro".'ements plus 
the TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative would result in cumulative traffic impacts at the 
intersection of 16th/Fourth streets during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours; 

• Impact C-TR-32: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and 
the TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative would result in project and cumulative traffic impacts 
at the intersection of 16th/Seventh streets during the a.m. and p.in. peak hours; 

• Impact C-TR-54: Implementation of the project-level ITRP Expanded Alternative for the 
TIRP.22_1, TTRP.22_1 Variant 1, or TTRP.22_1Variant2, in combination with past, present 
and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in significant 
cumulative parking impacts; 

ITRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 

• Im.pact C-TR~21: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and 
the TfRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 would result in project and traffic 
cumulative impacts at the intersection of 16th/Bryant streets during the p.m. peak hour; 

• Impact C-TR-24: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and 
the TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 would result in project and cumulative 
traffic impacts at the intersection of 16th/Potrero streets during the p.m. peak hour; 

• Impact C-TR-27: Implemei;itation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and 
the TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 would result in ctimulative traffic impacts at 
the intersection of 16th/Owens streets during the p.m. peal:< hour; 

• Impact C-"DI-30: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus-Service Improvements and 
the TTRP.22_1 Expanded. Alternative Variant 1 would result in cumulative traffic impacts at 
the intersection of 16th/Fourth streets during the .a.m. and p.m. peak hours; 

• Impact C-TR-33: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and 
the TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 would result in project ~d. cumulative 
traffic impacts at the intersection of 16th/Seventh streets during the a.m. and p.m. peak 
hours; 

• Impact C-TR-54: Implementation of the project-level Ti'RP Expanded Alternative for the 
TTRP.22..:.1, TTRP.22_1_ Variant 1, or TTRP.22_1Variant2, in combination with past, present 
and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in significant 
cumulative parking impacts; 

TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 

• Impact C-TR-22: Imple_mentation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and 
the ~.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 would result in project and cumulative 
traffic impacts at the intersection of 161hfBryant streets during the p.m. peak ho~r; 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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Motion No. 19105 
Hearing Date: March 27, 2014 

CASE NO. 2011.0558E 
Transit Effectiveness Project 

.. Impact C-TR-25: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and 
the TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 would result in project and cumulative 
traffic impacts at the intersection of 161h/Potrero streets during the p.m. peak hour; 

• Impact C-TR-28: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and 
the TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 would result in cumulative traffic impacts ""t 
the intersection of 16th/Owens streets during the p.m. peak hour; 

• Impact C-Ti,l-31: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Servi~e Improvements and 
the TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 would result in cumulative traffic impacts at 
the intersection of 16th/Fourth streets during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours; 

• Impact C-TR-34: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and 
the TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 would result in project and cumulative 
traffic impacts at the intersection of 16th/Seventh streets during the a.m. and p.m. peak 
hours; 

• Impact C-TR-5~: Implementation of the project-level TIRP Expanded Alternative for the 
TTRP.22_1, TI'RP.22_1Variant1, or TTRP.22_1Variant2, in combination with past, present 
and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in significant 
cumulative parking impacts; 

TI'RP.30_1 Moderate Alternative 

• Impact C-TR-44: Implementation of the project-level .TfRP Moderate Alternative including 
the TIRP.14Variant1, TfRP.14 Variant 2, and TIRP.30_1 i11. combination with past, present 
and other reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in 
cumulative loading impacts; · 

TIRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative 

• Impact C-TR-35: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and 
the TIRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative would result in project and cumulative traffic impacts 
at the intersection of Columbus Avenue/Green Street/Stockton Street; 

• Impact C-TR-45: Implementation of the project-level TIRP Expanded Alternative 
including the TIRP.14, TIRP.30_1, TIRP.30_1Variant1, and TIRP.30_1Variant 2, in 
combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, 
would result in project and cumulative loading impacts; 

TIRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 

• Impact C-TR-36: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and 
the TIRP.30_1 Expanded Alt~rnative Variant 1 would result in project and cumulative 
traffic impacJs at the intersection of Columbus Avenue/Green Street/Stockton Street; and 

• Impact C-TR-45: Implementation of the project-level TIRP ExpfUlded Alternative 
including the TIRP.14, TIRP.30_1, TIRP.30_1Variant1, and TIRP.30_1Variant2, in 
combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, 
would result in project and cumulative loading impacts; and · · 
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Motion No.19105 
Hearing Date: March 27, 2014 

CASE NO. 2011.0558E 
Transit Effectiveness Project 

----------·---. --------------------------------------
TIRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 

• Impact C~TR-37: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and 
the TIRP.30_1 E~p~ded Alternative Variant 2 would result in project and cumulative 
traffic impacts at the intersection of Columbus Avenue/Green Street/Stockton Street; and 

• Impact C-TR-45: Implementation of the project-level ITRP Expanded Alternative 
including the TIRP.14, ITRP.30_1, ITRP.30_1Variant1, and ITRP.30_1Variant2, in 
combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, 
would result in project an~ cumulative loading impacts. 

I her~by certify that the foregoing Motion was ADOPTED by the Planning Commission at its regular 
meeting of March 27, 2014. 

A YES: Wu, Fong, Hillis, Borden, Sugaya, and Moore 

NOES: Antonini 

ABSENT: None 

ADOPTED: March 27, 2014 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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:dwinM.Lee 
1ayor 

1oharnrned Nuru 
>irector 

;an Francisco Public Works 
Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Pl. 
loorn348 
ian Franciseo. CA 94102 
el 415-554:6920 

.fpublicworks.org 

DPW Order No: 184920 

TRANSMITIING TO THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS LEGISLATION TO AUTHORIZE SAN 

FRANCISCO PUBLIC WORKS TO ENTER INTO A COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT WITH THE 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION (CALTRANS) FOR DESIGN AND 

CONSTRUCTION OF THE LOMBARD STREET VISION ZERO PROJECT AND APPROVING SAID 

AGREEMENT. 

This .Order contains a Cooperative Agreement for the City to design and .construct the 

Lombard Street Vision Zero project; and for Caltrans to provide review and approval of 

the design documents and issue and encroachment permit. 

acebool1.com/sfpublicworl<s The following is hereby transmitted to the Board of Supervisors for your approval: 
witter.com/sfpublicworks 
witter.corn/mrcleansf 

1. Board Resolution on the Cooperative Agreement 

2. Cooperative Agreement 

3. Motion No. 19105 Planning Commission certifying the Transit Effectiveness 

Project FEIR 

4. MTA Board Resolution No. 14-041 approving CEQA findings and a Mitigafion 

Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Transit Effectiveness Project Final 

Environmental Impact Report. 

5. MTA Board Resolution N. 16-031 approving the project elements only the Lombard 

Street corridor included in the Muni Forward Service-Related Capital Improvements and 

Travel Tim Reduction Proposals. 

It is recommended that the Board of Supervisors adopt this legislation and authorize the 
Director of Public Works to sign the Agreement on behai'f of the City .. 

5/24/2016 

x 
Sweiss, Fuad 

City Engineer and Deputy Director for Eng in ... 

Signed by: Sweiss, Fuad 

X Mohammed Nuru 

Nuru, Mohammed 

Director 

Signed by: Nuru, Mohammed 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

RESOLUTION No. 16-031 

WHEREAS, The San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency has proposed the installation of 
parking and traffic modifications on Richardson A venue and Lombard Street between Francisco 
and Franklin Streets as part of the Lombard ·street Safety Project, a Vision Zero supporting project, 
as follows: 

· A. RESCIND - BUS ZONE-Lombard Street, south side, from Divisadero Street to 109 feet 
westerly 

B. ESTABLISH- SIDEWALK WIDENING, ESTABLISH- BUS ZONE-Lombard Street, 
south side, from Divisadero Street to 112.5 feet easterly (6-foot wide bus bulb,' removes 2 
metered parking spaces); Lombard Street, north side, from Divisadero Street to 83 feet 
westerly (6-foot wide bus bulb) 

C. ESTABLISH- SIDEWALK WIDENING, ESTABLISH- TOW;.A WAY NO STOPPING 
ANYTIME-Divisadero Street, east side, from Lombard Street to 23 feet southerly (removes 
1 parking space); Divisadero Street, west side, from Lombard Street to 23 feet northerly 
(removes 1 metered parking space) 

D. ESTABLISH - GREEN METERED ZONE, 30-MINUTE LIMIT-Lombard Street, south 
side, from 160 feet to 182 feet east ofDivisadero Street (removes 1 metered parking space) 

E. ESTABLISH- TOW A WAY NO STOPPING ANYTIME, ESTABLISH - RED ZONE -
Lombard Street, south side, from Divisadero Street to 20 feet westerly; Divisadero Street, 
east side, from Lombard Street to 20 feet southerly 

F. ESTABLISH- GREEN METERED ZONE, 30-MINUTE LIMIT -Lombard Street, north 
side, from 28 feet to 49 feet east of Scott Street (establishes 1 metered parking space); 
Lombard Street, south side, from 57 feet to 79 feet west of Scott Street (establishes 1 
metered parking space) 

G. ESTABLISH- METERED YELLOW COMMERCIAL LOADING ZONE, 8AM TO 6 
PM, MONDAY THROUGH SATURDAY, 30- MINUTE LIMIT-Lombard Street, north 
side, from 49 feet to 70 feet east. of Scott Street (21 foot zone, estal;>lishes 1 metered parking 
space) 

H. ESTABLISH- TOW A WAY NO STOPPING ANYTIME, ESTABLISH- RED ZONE
Lombard. Street, north side, from Scott Street to 28 feet easterly (removes 1 metered parking 
space); Lombard Street, south side, from Scott Street, to 35 feet westerly (removes 1 
metered parking space); Scott Street, east side, from Lombard Street, to 21 feet southerly;_ 
Scott Street, west side, from Lombard Street, to 20 feet northerly (extends existing red zone 
by 17 feet, removes 1 metered parking space) 

· I. RESCIND - BUS ZONE- Lombard Street, south side, from Pierce Street to 89 feet 
westerly; Lombard Street, north side, from Pierce Street to 110 feet easterly · . 

J. ESTABLISH-SIDEWALK WIDENING, ESTABLISH - BUS ZONE-Lombard Street, 
south side, from Pierce Street to 83 feet easterly (6-foot wide bus bulb, removes 2 metered 
parking spaces); Lombard Street, north side, from Pierce Street to 83 feet westerly (6-foot 
wide bus bulb, removes 1 metered parking space) 

K. ESTABLISH-SIDEWALK WIDENING, ESTABLISH-TOW-AWAYNO STOPPING 
ANYTIME- Pierce Street, east side, from Lombard Street to 23 feet southerly (removes 1 
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parking space); Pierce Street, west side, from Lombard Street to 23 feet northerly (removes· 
1 metered parking space) 

L. RESCIND - WHITE PASSENGER LOADING ZONE, DURING BUSINESS HOURS
Lombard Street, north side, from 40 feet to 60 feet west of Pierce Street 

M. RESCIND - METERED YELLOW COMMERCIAL LOADING ZONE 9 AM TO 6 PM, 
MONDAY THROUGH FRIDAY-Pierce Street, west side, from Lombard Street to 19 feet 
northerly (removes 1 metered parking space) 

N. ESTABLISH-METERED YELLOW COMMERCIAL LOADING ZONE 9AM TO 6 PM, 
MONDAY THROUGH FRIDAY-Pierce Street, west side, from 39 feet to 59 feet north of 
Lombard Street (removes 1 metered parking space) 

0. ESTABLISH- GENERAL METERED PARKING-Lombard Street, south side, from 20 
feet to 118 feet west of Pierce Street (establishes 5 metered parking spaces); Lombard 
Street, north side, from 20 feet to 111 feet east of Pierce Street (establishes 4 metered 
parking spaces) 

P. ESTABLISH-TOW A WAY NO STOPPING ANYTIME, ESTABLISH-RED ZONE
Lombard Street, north side, from Pierce Street to 20 feet easterly; Lombard Street, south 
side, from Pierce Street to 20 feet westerly 

Q. ESTABLISH- SIDEWALK WIDENING, ESTABLISH- TOW-A WAY NO STOPPING 
ANYTIME-Steiner Street, west side, from Lombard Street to 23 feet northerly (removes 1 
metered parking space); Steiner Street, east side, from Lombard Street to 23 feet southerly; · 
Lombard Street, south side, from Steiner Street to 13 feet westerly (removes 1 metered 
parking space; Lombard Street, south side, from Steiner Street to 23 feet easterly (removes 1 
metered parking space); Lombard Street, north side, from Steiner Street to 23 feet easterly 
(removes 1 metered parking space); Lombard Street, north side, from Steiner Street to 23 
feet westerly (removes 1 metered parking space) 

R. ESTABLISH- METERED YELLOW COMMERCIAL LOADING ZONE, 8AM TO 6 
PM, MONDAY THROUGH SATURDAY, 30- MINUTE LIMIT-Steiner Street, west side, 

· from 48 feet to 70 feet north of Lombard Street (22 foot zone, establishes 1 metered parking 
space) 

S. RESCIND-METERED WHITE PASSENGER LOADING ZONE, 11:30 AM TO 2 PM, 4 
PM TO 10 PM DAILY-Lombard Street, north side, from 3 feet to 23 feet west of Steiner 
Street (removes 1 metered parking space) 

T. ESTABLISH- METERED WHITE PASSENGER LOADING ZONE, 11 :30 AM TO 2 
PM, 4 PM TO 10 PM DAILY-Lombard Street, north side, from 43 feet to 63 feet west of 

. Steiner Street (removes 1 metered parking space) 
U. RESCIND - METERED YELLOW COMMERCIAL LOADING ZONE 9 AM TO 1 PM, 

MONDAY THROUGH FRIDAY-Lombard Street, south side, from 5 feet to 23 feet west of 
Steiner Street (removes 1 metered parking space) · 

V .. RESCIND - METERED YELLOW COMMERCIAL LOADING ZONE 8 AM TO 6 PM, 
MONDAY THROUGH SATURDAY-Steiner Street, west side, from 3 .feet to 23 feet north 
of Lombard Street (removes 1 metered parking space) 

W. RESCIND - BUS ZONE-Lombard Street, south side, from Fillmore Street to 98 feet 
westerly; Lombard Street, north side, from Filhnore Street to 75 feet easterly 

X. ESTABLISH- SIDEWALK WIDENING, ESTABLISH,- BUS ZONE-Lombard Street, 
south side, from Fillmore Street to 148 feet easterly (6-foot wide bus bulb, removes 3 
metered parking spaces); Lombard Street, north side, fron;i Fillmore Street to 148 feet 
westeily (6-foot.wide bus bulb, removes 5 metered parking spaces) 

Y. ESTABLISH-SIDEWALK WIDENING, ESTABLISH-TOW-AWAY NO STOPPING 
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ANYTIME-Lombard Street, north side, from Fillmore Street to 23 feet easterly-Lombard 
Street, south side, from Fillmore Street to 23 feet westerly 

z. RESCIND - BLUE ZONE-Lombard Street, south side, from 5 feet to 25 feet east of 
Fillmore Street 

AA. ESTABLISH-BLUE ZONE-Fillmore Street, west side, from 4 feet to 28 feet south of 
Moulton Street (removes 1 metered parking space) · 

BB. ESTABLISH- GREEN METERED ZONE, 30-MINUTE LIMIT-Fillmore Street, west 
side, from 15 feet to SS feet north of Lombard Street (establishes 2 metered parking spaces) 

CC. ESTABLISH-METERED YELLOW COMMERCIAL LOADING ZONE 9AM TO 6 PM, 
MONDAY THROUGH FRIDAY-Lombard Street, south side, from 148 feet to 173 feet east 

· of Fillmore Street (establishes 1 metered parking space) · 
DD. RESCIND -TOW AWAY NO STOPPING, 4 PM TO 6 PM, DAILY-Lombard Street, 

. north side, from 75 feet to 137 feet east of Fillmore Street 
EE. RESCIND- WHITE PASSENGER LOADING ZONE, AT ALL TIMES-Lombard Street, 

south side, from 71 feet to 93 feet east of Fillmore Street 
FF. ESTABLISH-GENERAL METERED PARKING-Lombard Street, south side, from 23 

feet to 98 feet west of FilllI1ore Street (establishes 4 metered parking spaces) 
GG. ESTABLISH- SIDEWALK WIDENING, ESTABLISH-BUS ZONE-Lombard Street, 

south side, from Laguna Street to 131 feet easterly (6-foot wide bus bulb, removes 4 parking 
spaces); Lombard Street, north side, from Laguna Street to 83 feet westerly (6-footwide bus 
bulb, removes 2 parking spaces) 

HH. ESTABLISH- NO LEFT TURN 7 AM TO 10 AM, MONDA YTHROUGH FRIDAY, 
EXCEPT MUNI-Lombard Street, eastbound, at Laguna Street 

II. ESTABLISH- SIDEWALK WIDENING, ESTABLISH- TOW-A WAY NO STOPPING 
ANYTIME-Laguna Street, west side, from Lombard Street to 23 feet northerly; Laguna 
Street, east side, from Lombard Street to 23 feet southerly (removes 1 parking space) . 

JJ. ESTABLISH- TOW A WAY NO STOPPING ANYTIME, ESTABLISH - RED ZONE
Lombard Street, north side, from Laguna Street to 20 feet easterly (extends existing red zone 
by 4 feet); Lombard Street, south side, from Laguna Street to 20 feet westerly (extends 
existing red zone by 5 feet) 

KK. ESTABLISH-SIDEWALK WIDENING, ESTABLISH-BUS ZONE-Lombard Street, 
north side, from Gough Street to 122 feet westerly (6-foot wide bus bulb, removes 4 parking 
·Spaces) 

LL. ESTABLISH-TOW A WAY NO STOPPING ANYTIME, ESTABLISH-RED ZONE
Gough Street, east side, from Lombard Street to 2(} feet southerly (removes 1 parking space) 

MM. ESTABLISH-SIDEWALK WIDENING, ESTABLISH-TOW:..AWA Y NO STOPPING 
ANYTIME-Gough Street, west side, from Lombard Street to 23 feet northerly (removes 1 
parking space) 

NN. RESCIND - GREEN ZONE, 8 AM TO 5 PM MONDAY THROUGH SATURDAY
Lombard Street, south side, from Octavia Street to 20 feet westerly 

00. ESTABLISH- GREEN ZONE, 8 AM TO 5 PM MONDAY THROUGH SATURDAY
Lombard Street, south side, from 20 feet to 40 feet west of Octavia Street · 

PP. RESCIND - GREEN ZONE, 9 AM TO 6 PM MONDAY THROUGH SATURDAY
. Lombard Street, north side, from Buchanan Street to 20 feet easterly 

QQ. ESTABLISH- GREEN ZONE, 9 AM TO 6 PM MONDAY THROUGH SATURDAY
Lombard Street, north side, from 20 feet to 40 feet east of Buchanan Street (removes 1 
parking space) · 

RR. ESTABLISH- TOW A WAY NO STOPPING ANYTIME, ESTABLISH- RED ZONE-
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Lombard Street, north side, from Franklin Street to 30 feet easterly; Franklin Street, east 
side, from Lombard Street to 24 feet southerly; Franklin Street, west side, from Lombard 
Street to 22.5 feet southerly; Lombard Street, north side, from Octavia Street to 20 feet 
easterly (extends existing red zone by 5 feet); Lombard Street, south side, from Octavia 
Street to 20 feet westerly (extends existing red zone by 12 feet, relocate green zone); 
Octavia Street, west side, from Lombard Street to 20 feet northerly; Lombard Street, north 
side, from Buchanan Street to 20 feet easterly (relocates green zone 20 feet east); Lombard 
Street, south side, from Buchanan Street to 31 feet westerly; Buchanan Street, east side, 
from Lombard Street to 16 feet southerly (extends existing red zone to 16 feet); Buchanan 
Street, west side, from Lombard Street to 23 feet northerly; Lombard Street,' north side, from 
Webster Street to 20 feet easterly (extends existing red zone by 8 feet); Lombard Street, 
south side, from Webster Street to 32 feet westerly (extends existing red zone by 22 feet, 
removes meter #2003); Lombard Street, north side, ·from Broderick Street to 25 feet 
easterly; Broderick Street, east side, from Lombard Street to 20 feet southerly; Lombard 
Street, south side, from Richardson A venue to 24 feet westerly; Richardson A venue, west 
side, from Lombard Street to 30 feet northerly; Richardson A venue, west side, from 
Chestnut Street to 30 feet northerly; Richardson A venue, east side, from Chestnut Street to 
30 feet southerly; Richardson Avenue, east side, from Chestnut Street to 25 feet northerly; 
Chestnut Street, north side, from Richardson to 25 feet easterly; Richardson A venue, east 
side, from Baker Street to 12 feet southerly; Chestnut Street, south side, from Baker Street 
to 15 feet westerly; Francisco Street, north side, from Richardson A venue, to 3 8 feet 
easterly; Richardson Avenue, east side, from Francisco Street to 18 feet northerly 

WHEREAS, The Transportation Effectiveness Project (TEP) Final Environmental Impact 
Report (FEIR), Case No. 2011.0558E, was certified' by the San Francisco Planning Commission in 
Motion No. 19105 onMarch27, 2014. Subsequently, onMarch28, 2014.inResolutionNo. 14-041, 
the SFMTA Board of Directors approved all of the TEP proposals including Service-Relatyd 
Capital Improvements and Travel Time Reduction Proposals (TTRP) to improve transit 
performance along various Municipal Railway routes. As part of Resolution No. 14-041, the 
SFMTA Board of Directors adopted findings under the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA), the CEQA Guidelines, and Chapter 31 of the Administrative Code (CEQA Findings) and 
a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP). 

WHEREAS, The TEP Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) certified by the SF 
Planning Commission on March 27, 2014, analyzed TTRP.28_2 at a program level. Subsequently, 
a project-level proposal for these improvements was developed and a supplemental transportation 
analysis was undertaken to ensure any environmental impacts from the project level prpposal fell 
within the environmental impact thresholds previously analyzed in the certified FEIR. The San 
Francisco Planning Department Environmental Planning Division reviewed the.proposals for 
TTRP .28 _2 described here and determined that the proposed project is within the scope of the TEP 
FEIR and no new significant environmental impacts were identified. A subset of TEP MMRP that 
pertains to the TTRP .28 _ 2 on Richardson A venue and Lombard Street between Francisco and 
Franklin Streets is on file with the Secretary of the SFMTA Board of Directors and are incorporated 
herein by reference; and, 

WHEREAS, The SFMTA Board has reviewed the FEIR and hereby finds that since 
certification of the FEIR, no changes have occurred in the proposed project or in the circumstances 
under which the project would be implemented that would cause new significant impacts or a 
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substantial increase in the severity of impacts identified and analyzed in the FEIR, and that no new 
information has emerged that would materially change the analyses or conclusions set forth in the 
FEIR. The actions approved herein would not necessitate implementation or additional or 
considerably different mitigation measures that those identified in the FEIR; and, 

WHEREAS, The public has been notified about the proposed modifications and has been given 
the opportunity to comment on those modifications through the public hearing process; now, therefore, 
be it · 

RESOLVED, The SFMTA Board of Directors has reviewed and considered the TEP EIR 
and record as a whole, and finds that the proposed approvals herein are within the scope of the TEP 
and incorporates the CEQA findings contained in Resolution No. 14-041, including the subset of 
TEP MMRP that pertains to the TTRP .28.:.-2, and be it further 

RESOLVED, That the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency Board of Directors 
approves these traffic and parking modifications set forth in items A through RR, as set forth above, 
on Richardson Avenue and-Lombard Street between Francisco and Franklin Streets as part of the 
Lombard Street Safety Project, a Vision Zero supporting project. 

I certify that the foregoing resolution was adopted by the San Francisco Municipal Transportation 
Agency Board of Directors at its meeting of March 15, 2016. 

/Z. &:zn~:t 
Secretary to the Board of Directors 
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
.MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
) 

lffiSOLUTIONNo. 14-041 

WHERE.A$, The Strategic Plan requires that the SFMTA, in the context of the "Transit 
First" policy, make transit and other non-personal vehicle-oriented transportation modes the 
preferred means of travel; and 

WHEREAS, The Transit Effectiveness Project (TEP) is a major SFMTA initiative to 
improve Muni and help meet the Strategic Plan's mode shift goals; and 

WHEREAS, The goals of the TEP are to improve Muni travel speed; reliability and 
safety, make Muni a more attractive transportation mode, improve cost-effectiveness of Muni 
operations and assist in implementing the City's Transit Rirst policy;. and 

WHEREAS, The SFMTA applied to the Planning Department.for environmental review 
of the TEP under the California: Environmental Quality Act, Public Resources Code Sections. 
21000 et· seq., (CEQA); on June 25, 2011, and the <Planning· Departnlent ·determined that an· 

. ' I 

Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was required and proV:ided public notice of that 
determination by publication in a newspaper of general circulation on November 91 2011; and 

. WHEREAS, On July 10, 2013, the ·Planning Department.published the Transit 
Effectiveness Project Draft Environmental Iinpact Report (DEIR) and provided public notice in a 
newspaper of general circulation of the availability of the DEIR for public review arid· comment 
and of.the date and time of the Planning .Commission public hearing·on the DEIR; this notice 
was mailed to the Department's list of persons requesting such noti~e; and 

WHEREAS, Notices of availability of the DEIR and of the date and time of the public 
hearing were posted at the San Francisco County Clerk's Office, ontrari.sit vehicles, and on the 
Planning Department's web site on July 10, 2013, and copies were provided to all public libraries 
within San Francisco; and 

WHEREAS, On Juiy 10, 2013, copies of the DEIR were mailed or otherwise delivered to 
a list of persons requesting it, to those noted on the distribution list in the DEIR. and to 
government agencies, the latter both.directly and througlithe State Clearinghouse; and 

WHEREAS, The Planning Commission held a duly advertised public hearing on the 
DEIR on.August 15, 2013 and received public comment on the DEIR; the period for acceptance 
of written cohiments ended on September 17, 2013; and 
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WHEREAS, The Planning Depa.rt:tnent prepared responses to comments on 
environmental issues received at the public hearing and in writing during the 67 day public 
review period for the DEIR, prepared revisions to the text of the DEIR in response to comments 
received or based on additional information that became available during the public review 
period, and corrected errors in the DEIR. This material was presented in a·Responses to 
Comments document, published on March 13, 2014; and 

WHEREAS, The Phmning Depa.rt:tnent prepare4 a Final Environmental Impact Report 
(FEIR), consisting of the DEIR, any consultations and comments received during the review . 
process, any additional information that became available, the Responses to Comments 
document, and the Supplemental Service Variants Memorandum dated March 13, 2014, all as 
required by law; and 

WHEREAS, Environmental review files have been made available for review by the 
SFMT A Board and the public. (Planning Department File No. 201 l .0558E.)These files are 
available for public review at the Planning Department at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, and are 
part of the record before the SFMTA Board; and 

WHEREAS, On March 27, 2014, the Planning Commission reviewed and considered the 
FEIR and found that its contents and the procedures through which the FEIR was prepared, 
publicized, and .reviewed complied with the provisions of CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and 
Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code; and 

WHEREAS, The Planning Cotnrrrission found that the FEIR reflects the independent 
judgment and analysis of the City and County of San Francisco, is adequate, accurate and 
objective, and thatthe Responses to Comments document, the Supplemental Service Variants 
Memorandum, and all relevant errata contain no significant revisions to the DEIR, and certified 
the completion of the FEIR in compliance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines; and 

WHEREAS, The Planning Commission's CEQA certification motion is on file with the 
Secretary to the SFMTA Board of Directors and is incorporated herein by this reference; now, 
therefore be it · 

RESOLVED, That the SFMT A Board of Directors approves the Service Policy 
Framework as identified in the FEIR and incorporated herein by this referenc~; and be it :further 

RESOLVED, That the SFMT A Board of Directors approves the Transit Preferential 
Streets "Toolkit" as identified in the FEJR and incorpor~ted herein by this reference; and be it 
:further 

. RESOLVED, That the SFMTA Board of Directors approves at a programmatic and 
conceptual level the Service Improvements; Service-Related Capital Improvements and both the 
Moderate and Expanded Travel Time Reduction Proposals Alternatives identified in the FEIR 
and incorporated herein by this reference; and be it :further 
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RESOLVED, That, in taking this approval action, the· SFMTA Board of Directors adopts 
CEQA Findings, which include rejecting alternatives identified in the FEIR as infeasible and 
adopting a statement of overriding considerations, attached to this Resolution as Enclosure A and 
incorporated herein by this reference; and be it further 

RESOLVED, That the SFMTA Board of Dir~ctors adopts the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program (MMRP) attached to this Resolution as Enclosure B; and be it further 

RESOLVED, That the SFMTA Board authorizes the Director of Transportation to direct 
staff to continue with obtaining otherwise necessary approvals and to carry out the actions to 
implement the Project. 

I certify that the foregoing resolution was adopted by the Municipal Transportation Agency 
Board of Directors and the Parking Authority Commission at their meeting of March 28, 2014. 

Secretary, Municipal Transportation Agency 
Board and Parking Authority Commission 
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ENCLOSURE A 

Transit Effectiveness Project 
SFMTA Board of Directors 

CEQA Findings 
3/21/2014 

TRANSIT EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT, 
l~CLU.DI~~ THE S~~VICE Ppl,._ICY FRA,!llll;WORK, , 

. C~LIF.ORNIA l;:~YIRO~MEf';ITAL QUALITY .~1yT; FINDIN<;;S: 
FINDINGS'OF FACT, EVAt.:UATION·OF MITIGATIQN MEASURES AND 

. ALTERNATIVES; AND STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 
SAN FRANCISCO MUNICIPALTRANSPORTATION AG.ENCY 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
~ . .. ~ . •.;: ... 

In determining to approve th~ Transit Effectiveness Projecr(the "Project') de~cribed'ih Section I, 
Project Description 'below, the San Francisco' Mimicip'af Transportation Agency Boa' rd· of 

~ ' . ,. • ' i 

. Directors (the "SFMt A Board") 'makes arid adopts the following findings of fcict 'and decisions 
regarding significant impacts, mitigation measures, and alternatives, and adopts the statement 
of OVeJri<;iing considerations, b.a.l?.E3Q on substantial evidence in the whole feqord <:Jf this . 
proceed.Ing: and. y~d13.r the q~ntor~ia Er:iviro~n:iental Quc;iiity Act ("GEOA1

'), .California Public 
Resources C_ode _Sections ~1 OQQ et ~_eqi ("CE;QA'),_ particularly Section~ 210~1:· ~nd.~.1 pa1.5, 
the Guid~lines for ln:iplem~ntatio·~ ot'CEQA (~~E;oA ¢uideline_s"), 14 Califo.rn!~ Go.~fa of · 
RE'.QLJ.la~!cms §ec~i~ns 156qo' et s~q., partjcul.arly S.!3ctions 15091throu_gh1.5093, ~!}d.Chapter: 31. 
of the' San Francisco Administrative Code. These findings comprise ENCLOSURE A to the 

..,_ ' . . • . .._ l ~ , . ·. • . . . . •. ; 

associated Boa.rd of Directors Resolution. 

This document is organized as follows: 

Section I provides a description of the Project proposed for adoption, the ~nvjronrnental .review . . ' ~ . . 

process for the Project, the approval actions to be taken and the location of records; 

' ' - \'i. . ' ,: . ' • • ti •• ~ • ...:::; · .. 

Section II iqe_ntifies theJmpqct~ .fo~l")d not to oe significant that do nqt requi,re mitigatign; . 
' ' ~ ' . I 

• ~ • •• ' 4 • • ' • ·: • • • ( 

Section Ill identifies potentially significant impacts thatcan be avoided 9r reduced to less-than-
signific~nt levels thr~ugh 'mitigfition and'describes the disposition of the 'mitigation-me~~ure~; ' 

' ~ • I - • ~ • ' ' ·~ 

Se~tiQn IV. identifies sign.ificant Impacts that cannot oe avoided or reduced .to less.:.than- , 
significarif levels and describes any applicable mitigation measures as \•vell as the disposltio·n of 
the mitigation measures; 

' ' 

Section V evaluates the different Project alternatives and sets forth the'economic1 legal, social, · 
techn<:>loglcal, ·and other considerations, and incorporates· by reference the reasons set fortti In 
Section v1·, ·that.support approval of the Project and the rejecti6h of the alternatives; or 
elements thereof, analyzed as Infeasible; anti· : . · ' 

Se~tion VI presE;mts·a sta_tement of overriding considerations setting forth specific reasons in 
support of the Board's actions to approve the Project despite its significant and unavoidable 
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environmental impacts and its rejection of the alternatives not incorporated into the Project as 
infeasible. 

. . 

The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program ("MMRP") containing the mitigation measures 
from the Final Environmental Impact Report (''FEIR") that have been proposed for adoption is 
attached with these findings ~s Attachment B to tt,ie associated Board of Directors Resolution~ 
The MMRP is required by CEQA Section.21081.6 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15091. The 
MMRP provides a table setting forth each mitigation measure listed in the FEIR for the Project 
that is required to reduce or avoid a signiflcant adverse impact and that is made a condition of 
approval. The MMRP. also specifies the agency responsible for implem~ntation of each measure 
and establishes monitoring acti~ns and a monitoring schedule. The fu.11 ~ext of the mitigation 
measures is set forth in the MMRP. . . . 

These findings are based upon substantial evidence in the entire.record before the SFMTA 
Board. The references· set forth in' these findings to certain pages or sections of the Draft 
Environmental Impact ~eport ("DEIR" or "DEIR") or the Responses to Comments document 
("RTC") are for ease of reference and are not intended to provide an exhaustive list of the 

. . . . . 

evidence relied upon for these findings. The DEIR and the Responses to Comments document, 
together with the Supplemental Service Variants Memorandu~ dated March 13, 2014 and 
Errata dated March 27, 2014, comprise the FEIR. 

I. APPROVAL OF THE PROJECT 

A. Project Description 

The Transit Effectiveness Project (TEP) is comprised of a Service Policy Framework, Service 
Improvements and Service Variants, Service-related Capital Improvements, and Travel Time 
Reduction Proposals ("TIRPs"), including the Transit Pref~rential Streets Toolkit. The TEP .. 
includes locations throughout the 49-square~mile Gity and County of San Francisco and is a 
program comprised of a group of varied.projects and proposals. The TEP components will be 

. implemented on public land and within the publi~ right-of-way throughout the City, on property 
largely under!thejurisdiction oftpe San Francisco Public Works Department and the SFMTA. 

The proposals that comprise the TEP vary in the level of detail provided, from highly specific 
redesign~, including capital improvements, along· certain transportation corridors to more 
conceptual policy n~commendations. Accordingly, and pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections . 
15161 and 15168, the FEIR an.alyzed portions of the TEP at ~ "project-level'' where the amount 
and type of information available for those cor:nponents lent itself to a detailed and specific 
analysis of all potential environmental impacts, and other portions were analyzed at a "program
level" (a more conceptual leveO when the details about and current level of design for a 
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component did not allow for. a project-level analysis. In particular, the Service·.Policy 

Fram~worki 5 of the 12Service~related Capital Improvements, and 6 of.the 17 Travel Time·· 
Reduction Proposals (TJRPs} were analyzed !::\t a program level. · 

The description proviqed here s1;1mmarizes the project description p(ovided in the FEIR,.which, 

as noted above, is comprised of the DEIR, the RTC, a·nd the Supplemental Serv!ce·Variant . . 
Memorandum. Please see Chapter 2 of the FEIR for a more detailed d_escriptiQ!1 of the TEP 

project. ! · 

1. . The Service Policy Frame"Y~rk 

The Service Policy Framework sets forth transit service delivery objectives that s~·pport the· 

SFMTA Strategic Plan goals, arid iden~ifies a variety of a~ions to implement. these _objectiv~s. 
The Service Poi!cy: Framework will guide how investin~nts ·a~e niad~ ·t~' the Muni syst~rD and Is 

intended tc) l_hipr~ve ·~ystem reliabiUty and r~duce trah~il trayeJ. tir)e as ~e.11 ~s lm,pro~e: ~usJom.~~ 
service. These obj~ctives 'include the effective allocatfon of transit resources: the efficient . 

delivery of-service, the;im~~~v~lnent ~f s~rvic; r~{ia~lllty ~n~ reduption in trari~it trav~J tlm~. and.' 

an impro~ement irt bustomer'service. Most imp9rtarilly, th~ Pqticy Fra~ework w~uid o;ganize' . 
1 · I ' ' ' , . ' t ' ~ .. , . ...- .,,_ " '· " " • , 

Muni transit ser-Vice into four distlnCt transit categories: . . . . . . 
~' ~ ; ' ' i· I • '• ~>-. 

• Rapid Network: These heavily used bus and rail lines form the bac~bqne of the Muni 

system. With vehicles arriving frequently and tra~sit p'ri~ritY e~han~~m~~ts along the 

~o~es, the R!lpid netw~rk de!Jve~ _sP,~eg ~!'ld. reliC!p!!ity! wh~~h~r custorpe~,. are: !leading. 

a.Gross, town, 9r·1?imply traveling a f~"Y. blpg~s~ .. 

• ,L<;>~I t-:l~t,wqrk: Alsq.known.as ~Grid" roL1te13, the1?eJor:ig ~oµt~J) c;9mbin~ with th~ Rapid, 

. n~fy<Qrk to form an.~~p~p~iY~. core ,syst~.~ ~hat l_eJf? ct;J~tolJlers.get to their destinc;1tions 

~i~h no more~t~ap_a short wa.lk, 01:·!3 .. seamless .frarisfer. . ; . . ' , .. . . ~ " 

• . 9oi:nmµriJty Connector~: Also ~n.own as "G.irculaton~";these lightly u~ed _bus routes ~ 

· predominantly cir~ulat~ tf'!rough $an Fr~nciscq's hUl~i~e r~~identi~I: n~ighbor.hoods, filling 

.. in gap~ in covera,ge aod conn,~cti.r.ig c.1:1storoer~ to tti~·cqre.n~twofk. . . -· ·· 

• ; 9peciaU1'.ec! Se~ices: Th~se ro.utes augmeo~-exlsting service-during specific times of.day 
to serve a specific need, or serve travel demand related to special events. They include . 

· express service, owl service, and special event trips to serve sporting events, large 

festivals and other San Francisco activities. 

2. Service Improvements and Service Variants 

The ServiPe Jmproyements anct Servic~ Vari~nts.include creation of new transit routes, changes 
in the alignment qf some existing route§, 131iminatjon of underused routes or route segments; 

changes to headways and hours of service, changes to the day of the week for service, and 
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changes to the mix-.of local/limited/express servi.ce on several routes: The Service 
Improvements were developed based on a comprehensive evaluation of the overall transit 
network and public input from community meetings. Specifically, these proposals include: 

• Increasing frequency of transit .service along heavily used corridors; 
• Creating new routes; · · 
• Changing existing route alignments; · 
• Eliminating underutilized routes or route segments; 
• Introducing larger buses on crowded ro~tes; 
• Changing tbe mix of local/limited/express service; 
• Exp_anc;iing limited services. 

In addition, the SFMT1\'in~l~deq a ~~rriber of poss,ible variants to these s.ervice changes 
(inciudirig re~!1t service variants developed as p$rt of the public outreach process and 
summarized in the Supplemental Service Variar1ts Memorandum of Mar~h 13, 2014) that are 
proposed a~ part of the project to allow for flexibliity ·in the phaslng and implementation of the 
Service lmpr~vements. Proposed. Service V~riants mostly include modifications to portions of 
some routes or change the type of vehicle used on some routes. In adc;iition, many of the 
service variants work in concert tci improve s~rvice along a particular corridor or neighborhood. 

3. Service-Related Capital Improvements . 

Some of the Service Improvements will be supported by Service-related Capital Improvements. 
The Service-related Capital Improvements include the following: a) Transfer and Terminal Point 
Improvements, which include installation of overhead wiring and poles; installation of new 
switches, bypass rails, and/or transit bulbs; expa·nsion of transit zones; and modification of 
sidewalks at stops to accommodate substantial passenger interchanges and/or to provide for 
transit vehicle layovers:· b) Overhead Wire Expansion capital improvements to support·service 
route·changes for electric trolley· routes and provide bypass wires to allow trolley coaches to 
pass one another on existing routes; c) Systemwide Capital Infrastructure projects, such as 
installation of riew·accessible platforms to improve system accessibility across the light rail 
network. 

4. Travel Time Reduction Proposals (TTRPs), Using the Transit Preferential Streets 
(TPS} Toolkit 

The Travel Tim~ Reduction Proposals (TTRPs) will implement roadway and transit stop changes 
to reduce transit delay on the most heavily used routes that make up the backbone of the Muni 
system, which is referred to as the Rapid Network. The SFMTA has identified a set of 18 
standard roadway and traffic engineering elements that can be used to reduce transit travel time 
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along a transit corridor. Collectively, these tools or elements are called the nansit Preferential 
Streets Toolkit ("TPS Toolkit"). The TPS Toolkit elements will be applied to 17 Rapid Network 
transit corridors to improve operation of the Muni system. These elements include: 

• . Transit Stop. Changes: removing or consolidating transit, stops; moving stop locations at 
intersections; adding transit bulbs; adding transit boarding islands; increasing transit 
stop lengths; converting flag stops to transit zones; 

• Land Modifications: establishing transit-only lanes; establishing transit queue · 
jump/bypass lanes; establishing dedicated turn lanes; widening travel lanes through . 
lane reductions; 

• Parking ·and Tum Restrictions: implement turning restrictions; wideni'ng travel lanes 
through parking restrictions; installing traffic signals at uncontrolled and fWo':..way stop
controlled intersections;· installing traffic signals at all-way· stop-controlled intersections; 
replacing all-way stop-controls with traffic calming measures at intersections; 

• Pedestrian lmprover'nentS: installing pedestrian refuge islands; installing pedestrian 
bulbs; an~ widening sidewalks: 

I 

The TEP propos~s to apply the TPS.Toolkit to 17 Rapid Network corridors throughout the City;• 
Using the TPS Toolkit, the SFMTA has developed specific.corridor designs for 11 of the 17 

·proposed TTRP corridors. These corridor designs were thus analyzed·at a project- level in the 
FEIR. Project variants were also included as part of these project-level TTRPs. Three of the 
TTRPs. (TTRP.14, TTRP.22 and TTRP.30_ 1) include variants with different designs on one or . 
more segments of th~ .route. TTRP routes with no design' variants at the project level include 
TTRP.5, TTRP.8x, TTRP.26 .. .J, TTRP.J,. TTRP.N, TTRP.9, TTRP.71- and TTRP.L. The SFMTA 
developed conceptual planning for the remaining 6 TTRP corridors, for which specific corridor 
designs will be developed at a later stage of the project. These corridor designs were thus 
analyzed at a progra.mmatic level in the FEIR. 

For each of the project-level TTRPs, the SFMTA developed two specific corridor designs 
comprised .of TPp Toolkit elements: a moderate qption, refe.rred to as the "TTRP. Mo9erate 

' ~ : ' 

Alternati,y~;" and ar:i E'.?QJanded op~ion, referred to as tlie "TTRP Expanded Alternative." This 
was done because, although the TEP prog~am was examined in one environmental document in 
order to understand the .full scope of its potential cumulative.-environmenta~ impacts, the TEP is 
actually a collection of projects and propos~ls, which, while related, may be implememted at 
various times and, in many cases, independently of each other. Thus, these ·alternatives 
bracket a range of feasible options that accomplish the SFMTA's objectives for the TEP and 
describe and analyze the scope of potential physical environmental impacts that would result 
from implementitig a combination of elements from both altern·auves. Th.ese two alternatives are 
described and analyzed at an equal'level of detail in the FEIR. 
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Under either alternative, the Service Policy Framework, the Service Improvements, Service 
Variants, the Service-related Capital Improvements, and the TPS Toolkit as applied to the 
program-level TIRP corridors would be implemented. The· difference between the two 
alternative projects is that under the TIRP Moderate Alternative, these elements would be 
implemented iff combination with a "moderate" number of TPS Toolkit elements along certain 
Rapid Netwo'rk corridors, and, under the TTRP Expanded Alternative, these elements would be 
Implemented in combination with. an ."expanded" number of TPS Toolkit elements along the 
same Rapid .Network corridors. 

Please note that when the DEIR was published, the SFMTA had developed project-level details 
for only 8 of tne 17 TTRP corridors. _Subsequently, SFMTA staff developed project-level details 
for three more of the TTRPs, using the TPS Toolkit. With this additional detail, the TTRP.L, 
TTRP.9, and TTRP.71_ 1 Moderate and J::~anded Alterna~ives were analyzed at a project level 
of.detail in the .RTC ·~acur:nemt. ·These three TTRPs would .have the same significant and less
than-slgnific~nt,!mpacts as the eight project-level TTRPs analyzed in the DEIR and the same 
mitigation measures would be applicable. Chapter 2 of the RTC document, Project Description 
Revisions, provides a detailed description of the three additiOnal project-level TTRPs and a 

. summary of their significant and less-than-sighifieant impacts. Chapter 5 of the RTC document, 
DEi R Revisions, presents the results of the impact analyses ·of the new three project-level 

· TTRPs as integrated into EIR Chapter 4, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation 
· Measures and Chapter 6, Alternatives. Thus, 11 of the 17 TTRPs are analyzed at the project-
_ level in the .FEIR. Jn addition, the descriptions and analyses of TIRP.N and TIRP.5 Moderate 
and _Expanded Alternatives were updated in the FEIR based on minor design modifications to 
these two project components that occurred after the DEIR was published. 

B. Project Objectives 

The FEIR discusses several Project objectives identified by the SFMTA as Project Sponsor. 
The objectives are: 

• To improve, to the greatest extent possible, transit speed, reliability and safety by 
redesigning routes; to reduce travel time along high-ridership corridors by optimizing 
transit stop locations, implementing traffic engineering changes, and constructing capital 
infrastructure projects; and to improve safety for pedestiians, bicyclists, and riders at 
intersections by introducing infrastructure changes (e.g. pedestrian bulbs, transit bulbs, 
etc.) that lead to safer transit operation. 

• To make Muni a more attractive transportation mode and increase. transit ridership 
through both attracting new riders and increasing use by current riders by: ·serving major 
origin-destination patterns, such as between regional transit connections and m?jor 
employment sites; providing direct and efficient service through reduction or elimination 
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of circuitous route segments; reducing crowding through shifting resourcesto Improve 
customer comfort and decreasing pass-ups; and redesigning routes to maximize 
ridership. 

• To i_mprove the. cost-e"{fectiveness and productivity of transit operations by improving 
network efficiency and regucing system requnqancy ~Y implementing service 
m~diflcations that include route restructuring, frequency improvements, vehicle-type 
changes, and hours of service adjus~ments. 

• To implement more fully the City's Transit First Policy by providing clear direction for 
mari~iging transportation iri SarrFrancisco with the goals of providi'ng service to all 

. . . '. / ~ ..,. . 
residents within a quarter mile of 95 percent of the Muni" sef'Vice area and prioritizing 
transit operations in high-ridership corridors over automobile delay and on-street 
parking. 

C. ~nvironmental Review 

" . -
Tt)e San F~ancisco Planni~g Deparf[nent, as lead agency, prepared ~ N9tice ~f Preparation 
("NOP") and Notice of Public Scoping Meetings on November 9, 2011, and held two Pyblic 
Scoping Meetings on December 6 and 7, 2011. 

The NOP was distributed to the.State Clearinghouse and malled to local, state, and federal 
~ • ~. J 1 • • , f - • ' . ~ 

agenc:;ies and fo other int.erested parties on November 9,· 2011, initiating a:30-day- pupil~ 
comment 'peri~d extenqing through December 9, 2011. .A copy of ~e NOP i~ available in. . 
Appe~dix 1 in Volume 2 of the EIR. The Public Scoping Meetings were held at the SFMTA. 
offices, One South Van Ness Avenue, in San-Francisco. The purpose of the meetings was to 
present information about the proposed Project to the public and receive ·public input regarding 
the scope of the EIR analyses. Attendees were provided an opportunity to voice comments on 
concerns regarding the project; translators were available for Chinese- and Spanish-speaking 
attendees If needed, 

Oral comments were provided by 21 individuals at the Public Scoping Meetings. During the 
public review-period, 29 public agencies and/or other interested parties submitted comment 
letters to the Planning Department. Comments raised the following concerns related-to physical· 
env.ironmental effects: aesthetics of various transit facilities, including overhead wires; the 
potential for impacts on archeological resources; air quality impacts related to potential 
incre~s~ in use of private passenger vehicles; the effects on traffic flow and potential for 
diversions due to new transit and pedestrian bulbs; locations of and .distance between transit 
stops; the potential for shifts in travel modes; concern about-loss of parking and loading; 
pedestrian safety concerns; the environmental review process; suggested use of different 
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approaches to the transportation impact analysis such as providing estimates of time saved; 
and requested variations on some service improvements. · 

The San Francisco Planning Department published an Initial Study on January 23, 2013. The 
Initial Study was distributed to the State Clearinghouse and mailed to local, state, ·~nd'federal 
agencies and to other interested 'parties on January 23; 2013, initiating a 30-day public 
comment period extending from JanuarY 24, 2013 through February 22, 2013. A copy of the 
Initial Study is available in Appe~dix 2 in Volume 2 of the EIR. 

The San Franci~co Planning Department then prepared a DEIR, which describes both of the 
Project Alternatives; presents the environmental setting; Identifies potential impacts at a . . 
program-level or a project-level of detail for both Alternatives; presents mitigation measures for 
impacts found to be significant or potentially significant; and summarizes the Project 
Alternatives and their impacts, and compares their impacts and those of the No Project 
Alternative. In assessing construction and operational impacts of the Project, the DEIR also 
considers the contribution·of the Project impacts to cumulative impacts associated with the 
Project in co.mbination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions with 
potential for impacts on the same resources. 

Each environmental issue presented in the DEIR is analyzed with respect to significance criteria 
that are based· on the San Francisco Planning Department Environmental Planning Division 
("EP'') g·uidance· regarding the environmental effects to be considered significant. EP guidance 
is, in tum, based on CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, with some modifications. 

The Department published the DEIRon July 10; 201-3."The DEIR was circulated to local, state, 
and federal agencies and to interested organizations and individuals for review and comment 
beginning .on July 11, 2013 for a 67-day public review period, whi~h ended on September 17, 
2013. The San Francisco Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing to solicit 
testimony on the DEIR on August 15, 2013. The Planning Department also received written 
comments on the DEIR; sent through mail, hand-delivered, or by email. 

The San Francisco Planning Department then prepared the Respo.nses to Comments document 
("RTC"). This document, which provides written response .to each comment receivea on the 
DEIR that raises environmental issues, was published on March 12, 2014, and includes copies 
of all of the comments received on the DEIR and responses to those comm~nts. The RTC 
provided additional updated information and clarification on issues raised by commenters, as 
well as Planning Department DEIR text changes. The text changes included more detailed 
analyses, at a project level, for three transit Travel Time Reduction Proposal (TTRPs}.for·both 
the Moderate and Expanded Alternatives that had previously been analyzed in the DEIR at a 
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program level: the TIRP.L (L Taraval), TTRP.9 (919L San Bruno), and TIRP.71_ 1 (71 Haight
Noriega). 

On March 13, 2013, the Planning Departm·ent published a Supplemental Service Variants 
Memorandum, which de.scribed and an~lyzed additional service ~ariants,deyeloped as part of 
the SFMTA's pi.Jb~ic outreach pr<;>cess. The Planning Department conclud,ed t~at th13se e1dditional 
service variants would have the 

1
same' environmental impacts and require the same mitigation 

measures as the service variants already described and. an~lyzed in. th~ DEIR, anc.Uhl;Js, no 
additional environmental review was required nor was recirculation of the DEIR required. . . . '· : ( ~ ~ . , . , . .. . . ~ ' . 

The Planning Commission reviewed and considered the FEIR, wnich is comprised of the DEIR, 
the RTC docu·ment and the Si.ipplemehtal Serviee Variants Memo.randum, Errata dated March 
27, 2014, and all of the supporting information. In certifying theFEIR, the Planning Commission 
determined that it does not add· significant new information to the' DEIR that would· require 
recirculation ·under CEQA because the FEIR contains no information revealing (1) 'any new 
significant environmental impact that would r~s1,.Jlt from.the proj~ct. or from. a new mitigation 
measure proposed to be implemented, (2) a_ny substantial increase in the severity of a 
previbusiy identified e'nvironni~ntal impact, (3) any feasible p~~Ject aitematlve or mitlg~~io'n 
measure considerabiy drfferentfrom others previously analyzed ttiat ~ould ciearly lessen the 
envirqnm.ental impacts of the· project,. but that was rejected.by the project's· proponents, or (4) 
that the DEIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in' nature· that 
meaningf1.,1l·p,ublic review and comment were: precluded. ·This SFMTA Board com;n.irs in.this. 
determinqtion. 

' ·:· 
D. Approval Actions 

1. Planning commission Action· 

On March 27, 2014 the Planning Commission certified the .FEIR. . ' " { . 

2. San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency Board of Directors :Actions 

• Approval of the Transit Effectiveness· Project, including the Service Poiicy Framework· 
• · Approval of the implementation· of certain parking· and traffic measures in accordance 

with Section 201(c) of the Transportation Code 

3. San Francisco Board of Superyisors Actions 

The Planning Commission's certification of the FEIR may be appealed to the Board of 
Supervisors. If appealed, the Board of Supervisors will determine whether to uphold the 
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certification or to grant the appeal and remand the FEIR to the Planning Department for further 
review. 

Additional actior:is that may be taken by the Board of Supervisors are: 

• Review and .. approval of syste_m ~hang es rel~ted to any route abandonments. 
• Approval of sidewalk changes, upon referral from the Department of Public Works. . , . 

4. Oth~r San Francisco Agency' Actfo~s 
• Approval by the D~partment of Public Works of sidewalk legislation and construction 

period encroachment permits. 
• 1 T < 

• Approval by the San Francisco R~creation and Park Commission of property 
' •• ' I 

encroachments, if required. 
• Approval by the San Francisco Planning Department of any required General Plan 

Referrals 

5. Other-Local, State, and Federal Agencies 
. . 

Implementation of the Project will involve consultation with, or required approvals by, other local, 
state and federal regulatory agencies, including, but not limited to, the following: 

• The ~ransportation Advisory Staff Committee ("TASC"}: Coprdination of all roadway and 
. transit changes. 

• . City of Daly City: Approval of installation of a traffic signal and transit bulb in Daly City. 
• California Department of Transportation ("Caltrans") District 4: Approval of temporary . 

construction street encroachment permits within Caltrans rights~of-way. 

To the extent that the identified mitigation measures require consultation with or approval by 
these other agencies, the SFMTA Board urges these agencies to assist in implementing, 
coordinating, or approving the mitigation measures, as appropriate to the particular measure. 

6. Location and Custodian of Records 

The DEl.R and all documents referenced in or relied on by the Draft and FEIR, the DEIR public 
hearing transcript, a copy of all letters regarding the EIR received during the Notice of 
Preparation and DEIR public review periods, the administrative record, the Responses to 
Comments document, and the Supplemental Service Variants Memorandum, and background 
documentation for the FEIR are located at the Pl~nning ~apartment, 1690 ·Mission Street, San 
Francisco.' (Planning Department Case File No. 2011.0558E.} The Planning Commission 
Secretary, Jonas lonin, is the custodian of records for the Planning Department and the 
Planning Commission. 
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All information, including written materials and testimony, concerning· approval· of the Project 

and adoption of these findings, presented to the SFMTA Board or:· incorporated into reports 

presented to the SFMTA Board, are focated at the SFMTA offices at One South Van Ness 

Avenue, 7th floor, San Francisco. · , 

All files h~ve been available to the Sf.;MTA Board apd the P\Jblic for review in considering these · 

finc:lings and whether to approve the Proje_ct. 

' ' 

E. Findings about Significant Environme·ntal Impacts and r;lit!g~tion Measu~es . 
' . ' ' , ; . 

The following Sections 11, 111, and IV set out the SFMTA Board of Direbtdrs' findings about the 

FEIR's determinations regarding significant environmental impacts and the mitigation measures · 

proposed to address them. These findings provide th~ wrllfen,an~ly~is ~nd C'.~mclus_ions of the 
.· . l ' ' ' , ' • . • 

SFMTA Board regarding the environmental impacts of the Project and ~he mitigation m.eas.L!res 
included as part of the FEiR and adopted by the SFMTA Board as part of the.Project. To ~void 
d~pllcati~i; and redundancy, and because ihe SFMTA B(:nird ~gr~~s i,,yith •. a!ld he~eby a9opt~,, 
th~ co~cl~sfons. in the FEIR, ~hese findings ~ill not repeat the anr;tly~js and. conqlusiol')s in t_he . 

> • ' I 

FEIR, but instead incorporate them by reference and reiy upon them as substantial evidence . ' 

supporting these findings. . . ·· 

In making these findings, the' SFMTABoard has c~msidered the opinions of SFMTA staff and 

other qty staff ~nd exp~rts, other ag~ncie~. a11q fDe~~ers of th~. pubUc .. Th~ SfMTAJ~~ard 
find~ th'at'th~ d!3termi~~ti~,n of signfflcanee thresh~i9s !~ '~ jud9rri~nt pecjsion wi\hin the .: . : 
discretion of the $FMT A and the c'ity and County of Sa11 Franci.~co; th~ significance _thresholds 

~ ' l ' ., : • . • ' >. • • ! ' ·1 .. • ' • ~ .... ' ' • 

used 'in· the EIR are suppo.~ed by su.bstantial eviqenc,e in th~ r~qor<;i, i.ncl.uding the expert opinion 

ofth~.S-FMTA and;'ci_ty ~taff; and the ~ignific~.?,ce~~esti.olds J~~~- in t~-~);1R~proviqe.ref:lsonable · 
and ~ppropriate means of assessing the significance of the ~dverse environmental effects of the 

> • • ~ • ' I ' \ • I : 

Project: · · · · · · · · 

These·finqings do' not attempt to·des·cribe the full arialysis of ea~h environmental impact 

containeq in the FEI~. Instead, a full expl~r;i~tion ·of.these envjronm~mta! find.irgs and 

conclusions can be found in the FEIR, which includes Its Initial Study present~d In EiR Appendix 

2, and these findings hereby incorporate by reference the discussion and analysis in th~ FEIR 

supporting the determinations regarding the p'roject impacts ana mitigation measures d~signed 
to address those impacts. In making these findings, the SFMt A Board 6fDirector~ ratifies, 

adopts, and Incorporates In these findings the' determinations· and ·conClusions of the FEIR 

relating to environmentai impacts and mitigation measures, except-to·the extent any such 

determinations are specifically and expressly modified by these findings. 
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As set forth below, the SFMTA Board adopts and incorporates the mitigation measures set forth 
in the FEIR and the attached MMRP to substantially lessen or avoid the significant impacts of. 
the Project. The SFMTA Board.intends to adopt all the mitigation measures proposed in the 
FEIR. Accordingly, in the event a mitigation measure identified in the FEIR has inadvertently 
been omitted in these findings or the MMRP, such mitigation measure is hereby adopted and 
incorporated in the findings below by reference. In addition, in the event the la.nguage 
describing a mitigation measure set forth in these findings or the MMRP fails to accurately· 
reflect the mitigation measures in the FEIR due to a ~lerical error, the langupge of the policies 
an_d implementation measures as set forth in the FEIR shall control. The impact numbers and 
mitigat\on measure numbers used in these findings reflect .~he information contained in the . 
FEIR. 

In the Sections II, Ill a~d IV below, th.e ;af!ie findings are made for a category ~f environmental 
.impacts and mitigation _measures; Rather than repeat the identical finding dozens of times to 
address each and every significant effect arid mitigation measure, the initial finding obviates the 
need for such repetition because in no instance is the SFMTA Board rejecting the conclusions 

·of th~ FEIR.or the mitigation· measures identified in. the FEIR for the Project. · 

The findings below include findings relevant to the TIRP Moderate Alternative and to the TIRP 
Expanded Alternative. Under either alternative, the FEIR assumed that the Service Policy 
Framework, the Service Improvements, Service Variants, the Service-~elated Capital 
Improvements, and the TPS Toolkit as applied to the progra.m-level TTRP corridors would be· 
implemented. It is not known af this time which specific alternative, or mixture of proposals from 
the two alternatives, will be ultimately approved by the. SFMTA Board for each TIRP corridor. It 
i~ likely that, over time, a mix of the ~roposals described in the TIRP Moderate Alternative and . 
the TIRP Expanded Alternative will be adopted and implemented along the various corridors. 
Because of this, in taking this action, the SFMTA Board makes the following findings regarding 
the potential for environmental impacts and required mitigation measures for both the TIRP 
Moderate Alternative and the TIRP Expanded Alternative, as each are described in the FEIR. 

II. IMPACTS FOUND NOT TO BE.SIGNIFICANT AND THUS DO N.OT REQUIRE 
MITIGATION 

Under CEoA, no mitigation measures are required for impactS that are less than significant 
(Pub. Resources Code § 21002; CEQA Guidelines §§ 15126.4(a)(3) and 15091 ). Based on the 
evidence in ~~e whole record of this proceeding, the Board finds that implementation of the 
Proposed Project will not result in any signifjcatit impacts in the following areas and that these 
impact areas therefore d<;> not require mitigation: 

Land Use and Land Use Planning 
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• Impacts LU-1, LU-2, and LU-3: The proposed Project would not physically· divide an 
established community, would not conflict with appllcable land use plans, policies, or 
regul~tions of an agency with jurl.sdicti9n over the. project adopted for the--purpose of 
avoi<;iing Qr f11itigating an environmental effect, or have a substantial ~dverse impact Ol"J 
the existing character of the vicinity. 

• Impact ~LU-j:· The proposed Project, in.combination with other past, present,. or 
reasonably foreseeable future projects In the projE?Ct vicinity, would .np~ have a 
cumulatively considerable co.ntributi9n to a significant cumulative land use or land use 
planni.ng Impact. · 

Aesthetics 

'. lmp~cts AE-1' and AE-2: The proposed Project would not have a substantial adverse 
effect on .a scenic vista or on scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and o~her features of the t?uilt or natural environment which contriqute to a 
scenic public setting. . ' . . . . . . . . 

·,,, ' . t .. : : ~ . ' .~· • ~ 

• Impact Al;:13; The proposed Project would not degrade: existing visual character or 
qu~lity of the project sites ar:id surroundings. . . · 
" . . ~ .. 

• Impact AE-4:· Th~ proposed. Project would hot create a new source ·of substantial light or 
. ·glare that.would have a substantial adverse effect on day·or"nighttime views . 

. • . ln:tp~ct C-A&1: The proposed .Project, in combination with other.past, present, or 
reasonal;>ly foreseeable future projects would not have a-cumulatively considerable 

. conti:ib1,.1tion to a ·Significant. cumulative aes~hetics impact. ,. 
·;.""" ;-

Popul~tion an~. Housing 
.• ; ' ' 

'' • ; • I>' 

• impact PH-1: The proposed Project wciuls:f not"ihdui;:e substantial popuiq!ion growth · 
either directly or indirectly. · · 
. ' ' 'r· ' . .· r • •• ' • • ... • 

• Impact PH-2: The proposed Projei;:t would nqt displc;ice apy ~xis.ti!lg hpusing unit::; or 
create any demand for additional housing, or aisplace substantial numbers of people, 
.necessitating the construction of replacement housing. 

-~ t • ' ' .f • • t , . j • ' I • • 

• lmpac~ C-PH-;1: The propo~~d Project in combin,<!tior:i with otnefr past, pr~sent, or 
reasonably foreseeable fllfufe projects WOUid riot result in a C\JrOUlatively considerable 
contribution to significant cumulative impacts on population or housing. · . · · 

Cultural and Paleontological Resources 
. . 

•· Impact CP-1: The proposed Project would not ca1,1se a substantial adyerse change in 
the significance of an historic architecturarresource. · . · · · · 

. ( . . 

• Impact C-CP-1: The proposed Project, in·comblnation With past, present, and 
reason'ably foreseeable future projects in the vlcinify, would not re5ult in a cumulatively 
considerable· contribution fo significant cumulative impacts on·cultural resources or 
archaeological resources. · 
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• The proposed Project would not result in changes to air traffic patterns because the 
project site is not located within an airport land use plan area or In the vicinity of a private 
airstrip. . 

• The proposed Project would not substantially increase transportation hazards due to a 
design feature or incompatible uses. · · 

• Impact TR-1: 'Implementation of the Service Policy Framework and the TEP project 
components would not result in construction-related transportation impacts because of 
their temporary and limited duration. 

• Impact TR-2: Implementation of the Service Policy _Framework Objectives A through D 
would. not result in significant impacts to local or regional transit, traffic operations, 
pedestrians and bicyclists, loading, emergency vehicle access, or parking. 

• lmpactTR-4: Implementation of the Policy Framework Objective A, Actions A.1, A.2 and· 
A.4, Objective B, Actions B.1 through B.4, Objective C, Actions C.1 and C.2, and 
Objective D, Actions D.1 through D.4 would not result in significant tr~ffic impacts. . 

• Impact TR-6: Implementation of the Policy Framework Objective· A, Actions A.'1, A.2 and 
A.4, Objective B, Actions B.1 through B.4, Objectlye C, Actions C.'1 and C.2, and· 
Objective D, Actio·ns D.1-through D.4 would ·not result in significant loading impacts. 

• Impact TR-7: Implementation of all of the TPS Toolkit categories: Transit Stop Changes, 
Lane Modifications, Parking and Turn Restrictions, Traffic Signal and Stop Sign 
Changes, and Pedestrian Improvements, would not result in significant impacts to local 
or regional transit, pedestrians and bicycles,' emergen~y vehicle access, o~ par~ing. 

• Impact TR-9: Implementation of the following TPS Toolkit categories: Transit Stop 
Changes, parking and Turn Restrictions, and Traffic Signal and Stop Sign Changes, 
would not result in significant traffic impacts. . 

• Impact TR-11: Implementation of TPS Toolkit element category Traffic Signal and Stop 
Sign Changes would not result in significant loading impacts. 

• Impact TR-12: Implementation of program-level Service-related Capital Improvements 
projects (TTPl.2, TTPl.3, TTPl,4, OWE,6, and SCl.1) would not result in significant 
impacts to local or regional transit, traffic operations, pedestrians and bicyclists, loading, 
emergency vehicle access, or ·parking. · 

• lmpactTR-13: Implementation of any of the TPS Toolkit categories: Transit Stop 
Changes, Lane Modifications, Parking and Tum Restrictions, Traffic Signal and Stop 
Sign Changes, and Pedestrian Improvements along the nine program-level TTRP 
corridors would not result in significant impacts to local or regional transit, pedestrians 
and bicyclists, emergency vehicle access, or parking. 

• lmpa~~ TR-15: Implementation of any TPS Toolkit elements within the following 
categories: Transit Sfop Changes, Parking and Turn Restrictions, and Traffic Signal and 
Stop Sign Changes, along the program-level TIRP corridors would not result in 
significant impacts on traffic operations. 
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• Impact TR-1'7: Implementation of any of.the TPSToolkit elements within the ~at~gory 
Traffic Signal and Stop-Sign Changes along the program level TTRP·corridors would not 
result, in si9.ni~cant loading impacts. 

• Impact TR ... 1:8: Implementation of the Ser\tice Improvements or Ser\tice Variants would 
not result In significant impacts 'to local. or regional transit, 'traffic operations, pedestrians 
and bicyclists, loading, emergency vehide access, or parking. 

• Impact TR.:.19: ·Implementation of the project-level Service-related Ca'pital Improvement 
projects (TTPl.2, OWE.1 J OWE: t va:rtant, OWE.2, OWE.3, OWE.4, OWE.5; and SCl.2) 
Would· not result ·in significant impacts fo local or regional transit, traffic ·operations, 
pedestrians and bicyclists, loading, emergencyvehide access; or parking. . 

• lmpactTR-20: .lmplementatibn of the project-level TTRP Moderate Alternative for the 
TIRP.J, TTRP:L,..TIRP.N, TTRP:5;'TTRP;8X, TTRP.9, TTRP.14Variant1, TTRP.14 
Variant 2, TTRF?.22_1,.TIRP.28_1, TTRP.30_1, or1TRP.71_1 would n~tresult in 
significant impacts to local or regionartransit. ·. · · · 

• . Impact TR-21 :: lmplem~ntation of the project-level TTRP Expandec;:I Alternative for the 
. · ITRP.J, TTRP.L, ·TTRP.N~ TTRP.5, TIRP.BX1 TT~P.9, TTRP.14, TIRP:~2-t, .TTRP.22_ 1 

Variant~. TIRP.22:.:.1 Vanant2,"°ffRF?.28_:.1, TTRP.30 .. J; TIRP.30~1Variant1, ·_ · 
TIRP.30~ 1 Variant 2, or URPi 71_.i 1 .. would not result in significant impacts to local or 
regional transit. 

• Impact TR-22; Implementation of the,,project:...tevel TIRP Moderate Alternative for the 
T.fRP.J, TTRP:L,.TIRP.N, TTRP.5, TTRP~BX, TTRP.9, TTRP.14Variant1·. TTRP.14 
Variant 2, TTRP.22_1, "'fTRP;28.:);<ITRP.30_1, orTTRP.71_1 would have less-than
signific;;:in~ traffic i.mpacts at 78 st,4dy inters~c~ions .. · . . ., ~ .. , . . . ~ ~ . . . ' 

. • ·.Impact TR.:.23: Implementation: of the project.:.1evel TiRP· Expanded Alternative for the 
TTRP.J; TTR.P.L, TTRP.N, TTRP.5-, TTRP.ax; TT_RP~9, TTRP.28.:_1, ortrRP.71_1 would 
have less-than-significant traffic impacts at.40 study intersections. · 

•. Impact TR-25:· ·Implementation ofthe projecHevel TfRPJ14 ·E.xpanded Alternative would 
have less-than-signHJcant traffic, impacts at ·19 study" intersections under Existing plus· 
Service Improvement$. and the TIRP. f4 ExpandedAlternative conditions.· ' 

• Impact TR-29: Implementation ofthe p~ojefct-l~vel TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative 
would·have less-than:.significant traffic impacts· at six study intersections that would 

· operate ~t level .of se.tvice (:'LOS~) D or better under Existing ·pius Se!Vice Improvements 
and the· TTRP.2~,;_ 1 E~and~d Altemative"co·nditions. · · · . · · · 

• '·.' • • •• • • <. " ;.. i \ ' ' .. ' . .... • .... :· 

• Impact TR-33: Implementation of the· project-level TTRP.22...:i1 Exp~mded Alternative 
Variant 1 would have Iess-than-significaf"!ttraffic impacts at six study intersections that 
would operate.at'LOS Dor better under.·Existing plus·sehtice Improvements· and the 
TIRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative Variant1 ·conditions.· · · · · 

• lrrlpaCt TR-37: implementati~n of the proj~ct~l~v~I TIRP.2Z_ 1 Exp~nded.Altern?ttive 
Variant 2 would have less-than-significant traffic impacts at six study intersections that 
would operate atLOS·D or better under Existing plus Service Improvements and the 
TIRP.22 .. .:.1 Expanded Alternative Varianf 2 condi!ions: . . . 

• : . '• ' 1 I ' • ' . ' 

• Impact TR~3.9: !ITJplement?ti.on of ~he project.,level TTRP.30_ 1 Expanded Al~ernative 
wo'uld have less-than-significant traffic impacts at nine study intersections that would 
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operate at LOS p or; better under Existing plus Service Improvements and the 
TTRP.30_ 1 Expanded Alternative conditions. 

• Impact TR-41: Implementation of the project-level TTRP.30_ 1 Expanded Alternative 
Variant 1 would have less-than-significant traffic impacts at nine study intersections that 

. would operate at LOS p or better under Existing plusBervice Improvements and the 
TTRP.30_ 1 Expanqed Alt~rnative Variant 1 conditfons. 

• Impact TR-43: Implementation of the project-level TIRP.30_ t Expanded Alternative 
Variant 2 would have less-than-significant traffic impacts at nine study intersections that 
would operate at LOSD or better under Existing plus Service Improvements and the 
TTRP.30....:.1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 conditions. 

• Impact TR-44: Implementation of the project-level TTRP Moderate Alternative for the 
TTRP.J, TTRP.L, TTRP.N, TIRP.5, TTRP.8X, TTRP.9, TIRP.14· Variant 1, TTRP.14 
Vari.ant 2, TTRP.22_1, TTRP.28_1, TIRP.30_1, ortTRP.71_1 would not result in 
significant impacts to pedestrians and bicyclists. 

• I mpacf TR-45: Implementation of the project'."Ievel TTRP Expanded Alternative for the 
TIRP.J, TTRP.L, TTRP.N, TTRP.5, TIRP.8X, TTRP.9, TIRP.14, TTRP.22_ 1, TTRP.22_ 1 
Variant 1, TTRP.22 _ _.1 Variant2, TTRP.28_1 Expanded Alternative, TIRP.30_1, 
TTR.P.30_1. Variant 1, TTRP.30_1Variant2; orTTRP.71 .. Jwould not result in significant 
impacts to pedestrians and bicyclists. · ' 

• Impact TR-46: Implementation of the project-level TTRP Moderate Alternative for the 
TTRP.J, TTRP.L, TTRP.N, TIRP.5, TTRP.8X1 TTRP.9, TIRP.22_ 1, TTRP.28_ 1, or 
TTRP. 71_ 1 would not result in significant loading impacts. 

• Impact TR-4 7: Implementation of the project-level TTRP Expanded Alternative for the 
TTRP.J, TTRP.L, TTRp.N, TTRP.5, TTRP.8X, TTRP.9, TTRP.22_1, TTRP.22_1Variant1, 
TTRP.22_ 1 Variant 2, TTRP.28_ 1, or TTRP.71_ 1 would not result in significant loading 
impacts. 

• Impact.TR-55: Implementation of the project-level TTRP Moderate Alternative for the 
TTRP.J, TTRP.L, TTRP.N, TTRP.5, TTRP.8X, TTRP.9, TTRP.14 Variant.1, TTRP.14 
Variant 2, TTRP.22_1, TTRP.28_1, TTRP.30_1, orTTRP.71_1 would not result in 

· . significant impacts on emergency vehicle access. 

• Impact TR-56: Implementation of the project-level TJRP Expanded Alternative for the 
TTRP.J, TTRP.L, TTRP.N, TIRP.5,·TTRP.8X, TTRP.9, TTRP.14, TTRP.22 _ _1, TTRP.22_1 
Variant 1, TTRP.22_ 1 Variant 2, TTRP.28_ 1, TTRP.30_·1, TTRP.30_ 1 Variant 1, 
TTRP.30 .. :.,1Variant2, orTTRP.71_1 would not result in significant impacts on 
emergency vehicle access. · · · · · · · 

. ' . . . 

• Impact TR-57: Implementation of the project-level TTRP Moderate Alternative for the 
TTRP.J, TTRP.L,TTRP.N, TTRP.5, TTRP.8X, TTRP.9, TTRP.14Variant1, TTRP.14 
Variant 2, TTRP.22_1, TTRP.28_1, TTRP.30_1, orTTRP.71_1 would not result in a 
significant 'parking impact: · 

' . ' ' 

• Impact TR-Sa: Implementation of the project-level TTRP Expanded Alternative for the 
TTRP.J, TTRP.L, TTRP.N, TTRP.5, TTRP..8X, ITRP.9, TIRP.14,·TTRP.22 1, TTRP.22 1 
Variant 1, TTRP.22_ 1 Variant 2, TTRP.28_ 1, TTRP.30_ 1, TTRP.30_ 1 Variant 1, -
TTRP.30_ 1 Variant. 2, orTTRP.71_1 would not result in a significant parking impac_t. 
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• Impact C-TR-4: Implementation of the Service Improvements or Service Variants, in 
combination with past,, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San 
Francisco, would not contribute considerably· to ridership at the regional transit 
screenlines on AC Transit, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, SamTrans, and other regional 
ferry service under 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements only conditions.-

. . . 

• Impact C-TR-5: The TPS Toolkit elements as applied in the program-level TIRP . 
corridors, and Ser.iice Improvements with the TIRP Moderate Alt~mative ·would not 

. contribute considerably to ridership at the regional transit screenlines on AC Transit, 
Calttain, Golden Gate Transit, Sam Trans, and other regional·ferrf.service under 2035 
Cumulative plus Service Improvements and the TTRP Moderate Alternative conditions. 

• lmp~c;t C:-TR-6: The TPS Tqolkit ~l~ment~ a~ applied in, program-level TTRP ~orridors, 
. arid ~ervice lmproyemen~s with the URF~ Expanqed Alternative, in com.bination with 
past, present and reasonably fore5eeable developlJlent.in San Francisco, wouh;I not 
contribute considerably to ridership· at the regional tran-sit screeniines.on AC transit, 
Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, Sam Trans, and other regional ferry ser\tice under 2035 
Cumulative plus Service.lmprovements·andthe TTRP Expanded Alternative conditions. 

• Impact q.. Tf{~B: Implementation of the Ser:vice Policy Framework objective A. Actions 
A.1,_A_.2.. and, AA, ·obj~ctive 8, Action~ 8.1· throug}l 8.4, Objective G .. Action~ G.1 and C.2, 
and Objective D, Actions D.1 through D.4 and any of the TPS Toolkit elements within 
·categories: Transit Stop cha_nges, Parking ~nd Turn Restrictions, and Traffi.c Signal and 
Stop Sign Changes, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable 
development in San Francisco, would have less-than-significant traffic impacts under 
2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and the TTRP Moderate Alternative 
conditions, and-therefore would not contribute to any significant cumulative traffic 
impacts. . · · ·· 

• · Impact C-TR-10: Implementation of th~ Se~ice Policy F'ramework Objective A, Actions 
A.1, A.2 and A.4, Objective 8, Actions 8.1 through 8.4, Objective C, Actions C.1 and C.2, 
anc;I 0.bjective 0, Actions D;1 through D.4 arid any of the TPS Toolkit elements within 
categ·ories: Transit Stop Changes, Parking and Turn Restrictions, andiTraffic Signal and 
Stop· Sign Changes, in combiQ~tion with past, present and reasonably foreseeable 
development in San Francisco,·would have·less=-than-significant traffic impacts under 
20_35 Cumulatiye· plus Service Improvements and the TIRP Expanded Alternative 
conditi_qns, and therefore would .not contribute to any significant cumulative traffic 
imp?cts. · 

• Impact C-TR-11: Implementation of the Service Improvements or Service Variants, in 
combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San 
. Francisco; would have less-than-significant traffic impa·cts.under 2035 Cumulative plus 
Service Improvements only conditic;ms, and therefqre would not contribute to any 
significant cumulative traffic impacts. ' 

• Impact C-TR-12: Implementation of the TTRP Moderate Alternative for the TTRP.J, 
TTRP.L, TTRP.N, TTRP.5, TTRP;BX, TTRP.9, TTRP.14Variant1, TTRP:14 Variant 2, 
TTRP.22_1, TTRP.28_1, TTRP.30.:..,1, orTIRP.71_.:,1 would have less-than-significant 
traffic impacts under 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements ·and the TTRP _ 
Moderate Alternative conditions, and therefore w_ould not contribute- to any significant 
cumulative traffic impacts. · 
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• Impact C-TR-38: Implementation of the TTRP Expanded Alternative for the TTRP.J, 
TIRP.L, TTRP.N; TTRP.5, TTRP.8X, TTRP.9, TTRP.14, TTRP.22_ 1, TIRP.22_ 1 
Variant 1, TTRP.22_ 1 Variant 2, TTRP.28_ 1, TTRP.30_ 1, TTRP.30_ 1 Variant 1, 
TTRP.30_ 1Variant2, orTTRP.71_ 1, in combination with past, present and reasonably 
foreseeable development in San Francisco, would not contribute considerably to 
significant cumulative traffic impacts at 16 study intersections that would operate at LOS 
E or LOS F l'.uioer 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and the TTRP Expanded 
Alternative conditions. · 

• Impact C-TR-:39: Implementation of the TTRP Expanded Alternative for the TTRP.J,· 
TTRP.L, TTRP.N, TTRP.5, TTRP.8X1 TTRP.9, TTRP.14, TTRP.22_1, TIRP.22_1 Variant 
1, TTRP.22_1 Variant2, TTRP.28_1, TTRP.30_1, TIRP.30_1Variant1, TTRP.30_1 
Variant 2, or TIRP. 71_ 1 would not result in sig.nificant cumulative traffic impacts at 48 
study intersections that would operate at LOS D or better under 2035 Cumulative plus 
Service Improvements and the TTRP Expanded Alternative conditions. 

• Impact C-TR-40: Implementation of the Service Policy Framework and any of the TPS 
Toolkit elements within categories: Transit Stop Changes, Lane Modifications, Parking 
an_d Turn Restrictions, and Traffic.Signal and Stop Sign Changes, and Pedestrian 
Improvements as applied in program-level TTRP corridors; Service Improvements or 
Service Variants, and Servi,ce-related·capital Improvements, in combination with past, 
present and. reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would have less
than-significant cumulative pedestrian and bicycle impacts. 

• Impact C-TR-41: Implementation of the Service Improvements or Service Variants and 
the project-level TTRP Moderate Alternative for the TTRP.J, TTRP.L, TIRP.N, TTRP.5, 
TTRP.8X, TTRP.9, TTRP.14 Variant 1 and TTRP Variant 2, TTRP.22_ 1, TTRP.28_1, 
TTRP. 30 _ 1, or TTRP. 71_1, in combination with past, present and reasonably 
foreseeable development in San Francisco, would have less-than-significant cumulative 
pedestrian and bicycle impacts. · 

• Impact C-TR-42: Implementation of the Service Improvements or Service Variants and 
the project-level TTRP Expanded Alternative for the TTRP.J, TTRP.L, TIRP.N, TTRP.5, 
TTRP.8X, TTRP.9, TTRP.14, TTRP.22_1, TTRP.22:._1Variant1, TTRP.22_1Variant2, 
TTRP.28_1, TIRP.30_1, TTRP.30_1Variant1, TTRP.30.:...1 Variant2, orTTRP.71_1, in 
combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San 
Francisco, would have less-than-significant cumulative pedestrian and bicycle impacts. 

• Impact C-TR-46:· Implementation of the Policy Framework Objective A, Actions A.1, A.2 
and AA, Objective B, Actions B.1 through 8.4, Objective C, Actions C.1 and C.2, and 
Objective D,_Actions D.1 through D.4, TPS Toolkit Category Traffic Signal and Stop Sign 
Changes as applied in program-level TTRP corridors, Service Improvements or Service 
Variants, and Service-related Capital Improvements, in combination with past, present 
and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would have less-than
significant cumulative loading impacts. 

• Impact C. TR-47: Implementation of the project-level TTRP Moderate Alternative for the 
TTRP.J, TTRP.L, TIRP.N, TTRP.5_, TTRP.8X, TTRP.9, TTRP.22_ 1, TTRP.28_ 1, or 
TTRP. 71_1, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development 
in San Francisco, would have less-than-significant cumulative loading impacts. 
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• Impact C-TR-48: Implementation of the project-level TTRP Expande'd Alternative for the 
TTRP.J, TTRP.L; TTRP.N, TTRP.5, TTRP.8X, TTRp.9, TTRP.22_ 1, TTRP.22_ 1 Variant 1, 
TTRP.22_ 1 Variant 2, TTRP.28_-1, or TTRP.71_ 1, in combination with past, present and 
reasonably foreseeable development in· San· Francisco, would have less-than-significant 
cumulative loading impacts. · · 

• Impact C-TR-50: Implementation of th~ Service Policy· Framework Objective A, Actions 
A.1, A.2, and AA, Objective B all actions, Objective C, Actions C.1 and C.2, and 
Objective D all actions, and any of the TPS Toolkit elements within categories: Transit 
Stop Changes and Traffic Signal and St9p, Sign Changes, and Pedestrian Improvements . 

·as applied-in program-level TTRP corridors, S~rvic~ 1.mprovenie~ts, al)d 9ervice:-related 
C~pifal lrhprove.tnents, in combination with past, present a.tid· reasC!nably foreseeable 
developmerit-in San FranCisco·, would have'less~than-significant cumulative parking 
impacts. : · · · · · · · 

• lmpaqt C. TR-S1: lmP,lemeptati9n qfth~ project-level URP Moderate Alternative for the 
TTRP.J, TTR.P.L, TJ"RP.N; TTRP.5, TTRP.;8X, TIRl?.,9, TTRP.22_1, TTRP.28_1, 
TTRP.30 1, or TTRP. 71 1, in combination with.past, present and reasonably · 
foreseeable developm~nt in San Francisco, would tiave less-than-significant cumulative 
parking_ lmpaCt:s. · · · · · · 

• ,lmp~gt d,.fR-53:. I_~plementatiqn 9f the project~l~veITIRP E;xpanded.Altemativeforthe 
TTRP.J, TTRP.L, TTRP.N, TTRP.5, nRP.BX;.TTRP.9,,T:fRP.14, TTRP.28_1, TTRP.30_1, 
TTRP.30_ 1 V~riant 1, TTRP.30_ 1 Vari~nt 2, or TTRJ;>.71_ 1, in combination with past, 
present _and reasq[lably foreseeable development ih San Francisco, would have less
th~n:.:significant cum_ulative parking impact5: 

~ t.. ·, , 

Noise and Vibration · 
. ' 

• The proposed Project is not located within an ·airport land· use plari area, within two miles 
of a.plJ,bllc .Qr p\jbllc use airport, or in the xic!nity qf a privC?t~ airst~ip, and theret9re would 

. not.e~po~~ peopi~ residing or working-in ~he project area to.excessive· noi_i?e.,!evel~. 

• · Impact N0-1: . Const'ruction activities, occurri~g· indirectly· ~s a result of· the :proposed 
. Service Policy Framework, and as jiropcised' under the TEP for the· Service . ' 

lmprpy_ements ~nc;I S~rv.ice Variant~. Service-relate,d Capital. Improvements, ~nd TTRPs 
a!1~ TT~Pyaria.nts wpul9 ~ot r~sult iQ .a substantial t!?mporary,_or; perloqiq· i1.1c,rea15e in 
noise l~V'rl~ above exi~t!ng .ambi~nt conditions. , : . 1 • ·" ., 

• Im pa cit 'N0~2: Construction activitfes, ·occurring 'indirectly as. a resuit ·of .the proposed 
Service Policy Framework, and as proposed under the TEP for the Service · 

. lmpro'(eme,nts and Service Varia.nts, S~r.vic~r~lated Capital lriJprover:n13nts,. and TTRPs 
and TTRP yariants would not expose p~rsons: ~nd s~ructures to exce~sive temporary 
gro_und-~orne vil;>ration ~r ground-borne noj~e levels._. · 

• Impact N0-3: The prop,osed Service Policy Framework and op'eration of the Service 
Improvements and.Service Variants would.not res'ldfin a.substantialincrease in 
permanent noise levels along affected transit routes aboVE;! existing ambient conditions. 

• Impact N0-4: The propos~d Service Policy Framework and the ·servjcE! Improvements 
and ServiceVariants proposed by 'theTEP woµld not expose people to or generate 
excessive ground-borne vibration or noise levels along affected transit routes. 
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• Impact C-N0-1: The Service Policy Framework and the construction and operation of 
.. the proposed TEP,· including Service Improvements and Service Variants, Service-· 
related Capital Improvements, and TTRPs and TJRP Variants, in combination with other 
past, present, or reasonably fores~eable future projects, would not Increase construction 
noise and vibration or operational noise and vibration levels along affected transit routes 
substantially above existing ambient conditions. 

Air au:anw 
• The proposed Project would not result in significant odor impacts. 

• Impact Aa:.1:. The Service Policy Framework and construction activities proposed under 
the Service Improvements and Service Variants; Service-related Capital Improvements, 
and TTRPs and TTRP Variants would not result in a violation of air quality standards or 
contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation; nor would it result 
in a cumulatively considerable net increase of criteria air pollutants, for which the project 
region is in· nonattainment under an applicable ambient air quality standard. 

• Impact AQ-2: The Service Policy Framework and construction activities proposed under 
the Service Improvements and Service Variants, Service-related Capital Improvements, 
and TIRPs and TTRP Variants would not generate emissions of PM2.s and toxic air 
contaminants, Including diesel particulate matter, at levels that would expose sensitive 
·receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. · 

• Impact AQ-3: rhe $ervice Policy Framework and the proposed project-level Service 
Improvements and Service Variants in combination with the TIRPs and TTRP Variants 
would not result in a violation of air quality standards or contribute substantially to an 
existing or projected air quality violation nor result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase of any criteria air pollutant for which the project region Is In nonattainment 
under an applicable ambient air quality standard. 

• Impact AQ-4: The Service Policy Framework and proposed project-level Service 
Improvements and Service Variants would ·not generate emissions of PM2.5 and toxic air 
contaminants, including diesel particulate matter, at levels that would expose sensitive 
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. . 

• impact AQ-5: The Service Policy Framework, and construction and operation of the 
proposed TEP, Including the Service Improvements and Service Variants, Service
related Capital Improvements, and TIRPs and TIRP Variants, would not conflict with or 
obstr:uct implementation of the 2010 Clean Air Plari, the Bay Area's applicabte air quality 
plan. · 

• Impact C-AQ-1: The Service Policy Framework, and construction and operation of the 
proposed TEP, including the Service Improvements and Service Variants, Service.:. 
related Capital Improvements, and TIRP.s and TIRP Variants, in combination with past, 
present and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in a cumulatively 
considerable net increase of any criteria air pollutant for which the project region is in 
nonattalnment under applicable ambient air quality._standards. 

• Impact C-AQ-2: The Service Policy Framework, and construction and operation of the 
proposed TEP, including the Service Improvements and Service Variants, Service
related Capital Improvements, and TI_"RPs and nRP Variants, in combination with past, 
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present and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not generate emissions of 
PM2.5 and toxic air contaminants; including diesel particulate matter, at levels that would 
expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. 

· Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

• lmpC:1ct C-GG-~: The propa,sed Project would gen~rate gree~house gas.emissions, but 
not in levels thc;it wo1.*fr~ujt in a sign!ficant impact ~m the.'environment. 9r conflict with 
apy-pol[GY, P.l~t1 •. ¢r regµlation adopte~ forth~ purpose of re<:fucing greenhouse gas 
erriissiori's. · " · ' · ' · · · 

Wind a.nd Shadow 

• lmpact.~~~i. *h~ proposed Project ~o~ld ,not' alter winds ip a mann~r that would 
substantially affect public areas. 

• · Impact WS-2: The proposed Project would not create new shadow that substantially 
affects outdoor recrea.tion facilities or other public areas. 

Recreation . .. ... . •\ 

• - ,·~,"" .~. • '. • I r,.._ ; • ' .~ ~ ~·; 

• . !mP~ct R~-:1 .• RE;3~ The p~oposed· project would·not r0!>~1t in the increased.us~;Qf 
existi_ng p~igl;l9.c;>r.h~od or regional parks .or 0th.er recre~ii~n f9oilities such that substantial 
physical deteripration would occur ~r be acceleratetj, nor,r~ult.in the degradation of 
recreational resources. 
!, ~ • ' I• ''- ' • \ .:.. 

• · Impact RE-2: T~~ .propose~. prpject woul~ not include recr~ational facilities or require 
the construction or expansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse 
physical effect on the environment. 

• Impact C-RE-1: The proposed project in combination with other past, present, or 
·reasonably foreseeable·fµture projeots·would not.result in a' cumulatively considerable 
contribution to significant' cumulative impacts on recreation. : 

.. ,; . 
Utilities and Services Systems 

·, ....... "' . ~ . l •1 ' ' • 

• · Impact UT-1, UT:-~; J~~.Prc;>pos~d.Projef?iYioµld not ~xce~.tJie wast19watertreatment 
requirements of the Regional Water Quality Control Board; result in a determination that 
·the wastewater treatnierit 'pro\iider n'as inadequate'capacity to senie the 'project; or 
·require or result iri ttie 'construction of new or the expansion of existing water, · · 
wasteWater'treatment or·stormwater drainage facilities.. ~ ... 

• Impact UT-3: The proposed Project w~uld have sufficient water s~pply available from 
· · existing ehtitlements and would not require 1'1ew or expanded water supply resources or 
· entitlements. ' 

. 
• Impact UT-4: The proposed Project would increase the amo.unt of spljd waste generated 

on the project sites, but would be adequately served by the City's landfill and would 
comply withfoderal, state and lo~atstab,1tes and.r!3gulatkms r~Iated to so!id was!e. 

21 

432 



Transit Effectiveness Project 
SFMTA Board of Dlre.ctors 

CEQA Findings 
3/21/2014 

~ Impact C-UT-1: The proposed Project in combination with'oth~r past, present, or 
reasonably foreseeable future projects would not result in a cumulatively considerable 
contribution to significant cumulative impacts on utilities and service systems. 

Public Services 

• Impact PS-1: Th.e proposed Project would not result in substantial adverse phy~ical 
impacts associated wimthe provisio·n of pol\ce. pro.tection, fire protection, sqhools, and 
library seniices in order fo maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other 
performance objectives. 

• Impact C-PS-1: The proposed Project would not result in a cumulatively considerable 
contribution to significant impacts on police services, fire prot~ction, emergency 
services, schools, or libraries such that new or altered facili.ties ar.e required . 

. · Biological Resources 

• Impact Bl-1, B-2, 81-3: The proposed Project would not affect any special status 
species, riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community, or federally protected 
wetlands; would not interfere with the movement of native resident or wildlife species or 
with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors; and would not ·conflict with 
any loc~I policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree 

. preservation policy or ordinance.. -- · ' · 

• · Impact C-81-4: The proposed Project would not result in a cumulatively considerable 
contribution to significant cumulative impacts on biological resources. · 

Geology and Soils 

• ·Impact GE-1: Implementation of the proposed Project would not result in exposure of 
people and structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, 
injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, seismic ground-shaking, 
liquefaction, lateral spreading, or landslides. . . 

• Impact GE-2: The implementation of the proposed Project would not result in substantial 
erosion, loss of topsoil, or adverse impacts to topographical features. 

• . Impact GE-3: The implementation of the proposed Project would not locate sensitive· 
land uses on geologic units or soils that are expansive, unstable, or that would become 
unstable as a result of future uses, and potentially result in on-or off-site landslide, lateral 
spreading, subs!dence, liquefaction, or collapse. 

• Impact C-GE-1; The proposed Project would not result in a cui:flulatively considerable 
contribution to significant cumulative impacts on geology and soils.· 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

• Impact HY-1: The implementation of the proposed Project would not violate water 
quality or waste discharge standards, exceed the capacity of existing drainage systems, 
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p.rovide additional,sources of polluted runoff, or otherwise substantially 'degrade water 
quality. · . 

• Impact HY-'2, HY-3: The proposed Project would not substantially deplete groundwater 
supplies or interfere substantially with gro~ndwater .~echarge, and would not .subs,t~ntially 
alter existing drainage patterns in a manner that would result in substal)tial erosion or 
siltation. ' · · · · ' ' · 

• Impact HY 4, HY-5: The impl_ementation of the propo~~d. Proj~ct '#ould .. n9t exp9se, . 
people or structures to substantial risk of loss due to flooding, or to a significant' risk of 
loss, injury or death involving inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow, or"as <fresult of 
the f~i!1.Jre of a resei:voir. 

• lmpact.G-HY-1: The proposed Project wotild not result in a cumulatively'c6risideral:>le 
contribution to significant cumulative impacts on water quality and hydrology .. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials . ' . . ~· . . '. . 

• _ lm~aet HZ-3: lmP.le~eritation of the prop_osed _Project wouiq not creat~ a ~Jg11ificant. 
hazard to the public or the environment by location on a· h~ardous materia_ls ·site. 
• ..1' '1 •' • . • ~ ! ' '~:: . . ' . • ' '. 1 •• • .. : ... ... 

• l,rt\pact HZ-4: Implementation of the proposed Project would not expose p$ople or. 
structures t6 a significant risk of loss, iiljury,·or'death involving fires; 'a·nd would not 
interfere with the implementation of an emergency response plan. 

. . i.. • • • • ; 

• Impact C-HZM1: The proposed Project would not result in a cumulatively considerable 
_cont~?ution to_ signi~c;ant .. c~roulativE1 imp~ct~ _w!th r~pe.ct t~ hazards and ,hi!lzarQous 

·materials. . , . ·'· .. . 

Mineral and Energy Resources 

·• · i_mpac~ ME~1_: The p[ppose<f Prpj~ct wol11~'not resu!t.in the. los~ .ofavail~Pi!ity of.a ki'!own 
· mineral resource or a locally-inipoijaht 'mineral resource recovery site, · 

. . '~·; ·t. • . ., . "', -

• hnp~ct ME-2: ihe proppsed Pr~j~ct wquld not result in ~h~ 1,1~e of 1!3rge amounts of fuel, 
water; or energy,-Qr ·use these in a wasteful ·manner. . · · · · · · · 

1 ... ' ~ • • • ' ! .. • • 

• lryipa_yt C-ME'-1:· :T~e-prop_osed Pr()jectwou.ld IJQt ~esult.i.n a ~umu!ativ~ly <::on~iderap!e .. 
contribution to' signi~c.~nt cum~la~ive Impacts on rriin~ral an<;f ~i;tergy [!=!f!Ourc~s. 

'l •I .- ' t 1 ,. ' -

Agriculture and Forest Resources 

• lmpa~AF-1: The proposed Project wquld no.t have a substantial adverse effect on 
agricuiture or forest resources. 

Growth-Inducing lf!l_pacts 
. . 

• Impact GR-1: Implementation of the Service Policy Framework an'dthe TEP project 
components w~uld not result in growth inducing impacts. 
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111. FINDINGS.OF POIENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS tHAT CAN BE AVOIDED OR 
REDUCED TO A LESS".THANwSIGNIFICANT LEVEL THROUGH MITIGATION AND 
THE DISPOSITION OF THE MITIGATION MEASURES 

CEQA requires agencies to adopt mitigation J11easures that would avoid or substantially lessen 
a project's identified significant impacts or potential signific~nt impacts if such measures are 
feasible (unless mitigation to such levels is achieved ~hrough adoption of a project.alternative). 
The findings_ in this Section Ill ~nd in Section IV concern mitigation measure~ set forth in the 
-EIR. These findings discuss mitigation measures as identified in the FEIR and recommended 
for adoption by the SFMTA Board of Directors. The full text of the mitigation measures Is 
contained in the FEIR and in Attachment B, the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 

The SFMTA Board adopts all of the mitigation measures identified in the F!=IR. The SFMTA 
Board finds that all of the mitigation measures are appropriate and feasible. Based on the 
analysis contained in the FEIR, other considerations in the record, and the significance 
threshoids in· !he EIR, tlie, SFMTA Board finds that the impacts identified ·in this Section HI will be 

· reduced to a less-than-significant level through implementation of the mitigation measures . . . 

· contained iri the FEIR, impqse.d as conditions of approval, and set forth in Attachment B. 

Cultural and Paleontological Resources · 

. - . 
• 'lmpact-CP-2: ··The proposed Project could cause a substantial adverse change in the 

significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064.5 . 

. There is a reasonable presumption that construction of the proposed program-level and project
level TEP components will not require an exc'~Mltion ·depth and/ or be located in an area where -
the potential for effect on archaeological resources is likely. However, to avoid potential adverse 
impacls on archaeological resources where the presence of the resource cannot be known, 
foreseen, or predicted, the Accidental Piscover}i Archaeological Mitigation Measure will be 
implemented for all TEP components. This mitigation measure requires that upon accidental 
discovery of ail archae.ologlcal resource during construction (including human remains), the 
appropriate treatment of the resource will be carried out by a qualified-archaeological 
consultant. 

Mitigation Measure M-CR-2a: Accidental Discovery of Archeo/ogica/ Resources. 

The construction of the following four TEP components has the potential to adversely affect . . . 
archaeological resources: TTRP.22_2; TTRP.9; and two Service-related Capital Improvements, 
OWE.1 New Overhead Wiring - Reroute 33 Stanyan onto Valencia Street, and SC1.2 Sansome 
Street Confraflow Lane. TTRP.9 includes a segment of Bayshore Boulevard, and TTRP. 22_2 
includes a segment of Richardson Avenue, These segments occur along the historic shoreline. 
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estuary, tidal marsh or lagoon, or watercourse and such sites may include prehistoric 
arch~e9logici3I resources. The· installation of overhead .wire support poles and duct banks alohg 
a two-block portion of Valencia Street {OWE1) will be constructed in the Mission Dolores area 
in which the.re is a potential for signi~cant archaeological resources from the Hispanic Period. 
Th~. installation of traffic mast arms along a three-block· portion of Sansome Street {SCl.2) will 

. occur in an area with the potential .for impacts to archaeological resources from the Yerba 
Buena period~ Construction in these areas could.result i~ significant impacts on archaeological 
resources if the A(chae.ological Mo11itoring mitigation measure is not implemented. 
lmplemet;ttation of the Archaeological Monitoring mitigation measure requires review ~y the ,. 
Planning~.Department archeologist once· engineering design details are known. If determined. 
nec;:e~sary .by th~ Planning Department, the SFMTA would bei requlre'd to hire an archaeological 
consult~nt t0 be present ano monitor construction activities associated with these four TEP 
components (~s necessary), redirect' construction activities if an intact archaeological deposit is 
encountered, evaluate the deposit, and either re-design the project or implement a 'data 
recovery program. 

Mitigation Mea.sure M-C,R-2b: ArclJ.aeo/ogic~l lyfqnitoring 
,''' , "' . -, . - ... 

• Impact CP-3: Tne proposed Project co~ld directly ~or i~direclly ·d~~troy ·a uniqu~ 
paleontologic~J;resourc;:e or site 9r: uniqu~:geologjc featl)re. . .. 

. ' ~ ' . . ' . . 

Given the shaliow excavation depths ·of TEP construclion activitjes ~~d pte~i'<:>us ground 
disturbance: that iS·conimon within the public right-of-way, there is a low probability ·~i 
encountering significant paleontologi'cal resourfes in th~ course of pr~ject'co'nstruclio'n. 
However, the presence of sh~llQW paleo11tc;:>logical r~~ources withih are~s of.excavation under 
the proposed Project cannot be conclusively ruled out.: Disturbance of p~ieontological 
res9urces. coi,Jl,d imp~ir th~. ability; of pc;ll~ontolpgi~I r~sources to yield important scientific 
information. The Paleontological Resources Accidental Discovery:mitigation,measure will apply 
in the event that any indication of a paleontological resource is encountered in the courae of 
TEP project 'construction activities, and· if the resource rtlay be important, a qualified 
paleontologlcal consultant will be retained· to" design ahd iti1J:)lement a sampling ahd data 
recove..y program. · · " 

Mitigatiori. Measure. M-CP-3: Paleonto/ogical Res'ources Accidentai Discovery 
t J •• • • ' • ' • • \ • • : ·~ ' 

Hazards and Hazardc;»us Materials 

• Impact Hz.,1: Implementation of the proposed Project would not create a significant 
nazarc:I through. routine tr~nsport, use, di_sposal •. handling, or emission of hazardous 
material!:! or through reasonably foreseeable upset and c;iccident con.ditions invol\flng the 
release· of hazardous materials into the environment. ' . ' . . . . 
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The use, storage,. and disposal of hazardous materials is regulated by numerous local, state, 
and federal laws and regulations. Excavation in the public-right-of-way is ·regulated under the 
Public Worl<s Code, which states that excavation·cOntractors are subject to all applicable 
hazardous material guidelines-for disposal, handling, release, and treatment of hazardous 
material; site remediation; and worker safety and training. Additionally, Article 20 of the Public 
Works Code ·and Article 22A of the San Francisco Health Code require envii'ohmental 
investigation at construction sites where contaminated fill materials may be encountered. The 
SFMTA and construction contractors will adhere to these regulations. However, to ensure that 
potential significant impacts from release o,f hazardous materials during construction are 
reduced to less-than-significant levels, the SFMTA and ·construction contractors are required to 
implementthe Hazardous Materials Soil Testing mitigation measure, which requires that soil to 
be removed frorri an excavation area and not encapsulated within the same area be tested and, 
if found to contain hazardo.us materials, pe transported and disposed of in compliance with 

. local, state and federal requirements. 

· Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1: Hazardous Materials Soil Testing 
., 

• Impact HZ-2: Implementation of the proposed project would not substantially emit 
hazardous emissions or acutely hazardous materials near schools. 

' . " 

To ensure that construction and operation of the program- and proJect-level TEP components 
will not result in slgnifi.cant hazardou.s materials emissions or the handling of acutely hazardous 
materials near scbools, the SFMTA and construction contractors are required to implement the 
Hazardous Materials Soil Testing mitigation. measure listed above. 

Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1: Hazardous Materials Soil Testing 

IV. SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS THAT CANNOT BE AVOIDED OR REDUCED TO A LESS-· 
THAN-SIGNIFICANT LEVEL 

Based on substantial evidence in the whole record of these proceedings, the SF MT A Board of 
Directors finds t.hat, where feasible, changes or alterations have been required, or incorporated 
into, the Project to reduce the significant environmental impacts as identified in the FEIR The 
SFMTA Board finds that the mitigation measures in the FEIR and described below are 

: ' . 
appropriate, and that changes have been required in, or incorporated Into, the Project that, 
pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21002 and CEQA Gui~elines Sectio.n 15091, may 
substantially lessen, but do not avoid (I.e., reduce to less-than-significant levels), the potentially 
significant environmental effects associated with implementation of the Project that are 
described below. The SFMTA Board adopts all of'the mitigation measures and improvement 
measures set forth in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reportir:ig .Plan· (MMRP), attached as 
Attachment B. But, the SFMTA Board further finds that for the impacts listed below, despite 
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the implementation of all feasible mitigation measures, the effects remain significant and 

unavoidable. 

Ba~~d on substantial ~vip!3nce if1 the. whole r~cord, includjng the eXP,~~ opinio,n pf SFMTA .and 

Planning Department. staff and consu~an~s to those staff, the SFMJ .{\. Board. also fipds that for 
. " ' 

some impacts identified in the FEIR, as noted below in this Section IV, no feasible !llitigation 

measures were identified in the FEIR and. those impacts remain significant and unavoidable. For 

a detailed explanation of the ·1ack of feasible' mitigation measures 'for some of the following 

impacts, and of the reasons why certain mitigation measure~. altpouf.l~ t~hnologically feasible, 

may be subject to uncertainfy, including funding-related uncertainty, ·piease see the relevant 

discussions in the FEIR.. 
I " • • ~ 

The. SFMTA Board deter~in~s that the followir:ig significapt impacts on th~ environment,- qs , 
: • .,.. .,. • - • • ' • t • • • •• - • • ' • ~ • . ' 

reflected in the.FEIR, ~re.u.nav?J9a!:>le, 9ut und~r Pyblic Resources.~o~~·§§ 210~1:(9)(3).and 

(b}, and CEQA Guidelines§§ 15091(a)(3), 15092(b)(2){8}, and 15093, the SFMTA ~~(ird 

deterrnines that the impacts are acceptable due to the overriding considerations described in 

Section VI below. This finding is supported by·substantial evidence in the record' of this· 
proceeding. ~ · - · }· 

Transportation and Gircu.lation 
... . .. .; . ' 

• Impact TR-3: Implementation of the Policy Framework.Objective A, Action A3, and 
Obje~tiye .C, Action.~. C.~ throug~ C.5 IT\CflY resµI~ in significaqt traffic impact~. . 

-'...::. Mitigation Measure M-TR-8} 0ptiinization'ot intersection Op~ratio_ns. 
• ' I • ~ • < • '' ' 

Because this measure may not be adequate·to mitigate impacts ta intersectiorrtra1'.fic op'eratlons 

to less-than-significant levels, and ·because the feasibility of providing additiohal :vehicle ·capaC:itY 

is unknown and it is not always possible to·optimize an intersection such that level of sel'Vice will 
improve to level of service ("LOS") D o~ better, the impact on traffic operations remains 
significant; and unavoidable. .. ,. · " · 

··~ 

• Impact TR-5: Implementation of the Poiicy Framework Objective A, Action A.3 and 
Objective C, Actions C.3 t~roygh C.5 may r~~ult in ~ignif!cant_ loading impacts. 

• • • • ~ • I ,/. ' 

. -
- . Mitfgation Measure M-TR-1 O: Provision of.Replacement Comm~r:cia/ Loading 

· Spaces · · . · .. · ' 
• 1 ' ' • • :- . -

- Mitigation Measure .M-Tf{-48: Enforcement _of Parking Vfolatipns, 
• 1 .' • .• • 

These measur~s could reduce signific.a1:1t loading impacts to a less-th~n-signifjcant level. 

However, in some locations on-street parking may not be available to convert to commercial 

loading spaces pn the same block and side of the street or within 250 feet on an adjacent side 
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street, the feasibility of providing replacement commercial loading spaces pursuant to Mitigation 
Measure M-TR-10 cannot be assured in every situation. And because the effectiveness of the 
use of ca·mera video enforcement of parking regulations along new· transit-only lanes is not 
known, the feasibility of Mitigation Measure M-TR-48 is ·uncertain. Therefore, the impact of loss 
of on-street commercial loading spaces remains significant 'ahd unavoidable. . . 

• · Impact TR"\8: Implementation of the foDowingTPS Toolkit categories: Lane 
Modjfications and Pedestrian Improvements may result in significant traffic impacts. 

- Mitigation Measure M-TR-B: Optimization of Intersection Operations 

Because this measure may not be adequate to mitigate intersection traffic operations to less
than-significant levels, and because the feasibility of providing additional vehicle capacity is 
unknown and it is ·not always possible to optimize an· intersection such that level of service will 
Improve to Los· D or better, the impact on traffic operations remains significant and . 
unavoidable:· 

• Impact TR-1 O: Implementation of the following TPS Toolkit categories: Transit Stop 
Changes, Lane Modifications, Parking and Turn Restrictions, and Pedestrian 
Improvements, may result in significant loading impacts.· 

- Mitigation Measure M-TR-1 O: Provision of Replacement Commerciai Loading 
Spaces 

While this measure could reduce .significant loading impacts, in some locations on-street p·arking 
may not be available to convert to commercial loading spaces on the same block and side of the 
street or within 250 feet on an adjacent side street, the feasibility of providing replacement 
commercial loading spaces pursuant to Mitigation Measure M-TR-10 cannot be assured. 
Therefore, the impaqt of loss of on-street commercial loading spaces remains significant and 
unavoidable .. 

• Impact TR-14: Implementation ofTPS Toolkit elements within the following categories: 
Lane Modifications and Pedestrian Improvements, along the program-level TTRP 
corridors may result in significant traffic impacts. 

- Mitigation Measure M-TR-8: Optimization of Intersection Operations 

Because this measure may 'not b~ adequate to mitigate intersection traffic. operations to les~
than-significant levels, and because the feasibility of providing additional vehicle capacity is 
unknown and it is not a!Ways possible to optimize an intersection such that level of service will 
improve to LOS D or better, the impact on traffic operations remains significant and 
unavoidable. 
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• Impact TR-16: Implementation of the following. TPS. Toolkit categories: Transit Stop 
· Ch1:1nges, Lane Modifications, Parking and Turn Restrictions, and Pedestrian 
Improvements, along the program-level TTRP corridors may result in.significant loading 
impacts. · 

- Mitigation Measure M-TR-1 O: Provision of Replacement Commercial Loading 
Spaces 

While this measure could reduce significant loading irrmacts, in some locations on-street parking 
may ri~t be availaple to conv~rt to commercial loading spaces. on the same block and si~e of the 
street or-within 250 feet on an adjacent side street, the feasibilify of providing 'replacement 
commercial loading spaces pursuant to Mitigation Measure M-TR-10 cannot be assured. 
Therefore, the impact .of loss of on-street commercial loading spaces remains significant and 
unavoidable. 

• 'fT!pact TR-24: l111plementation of the project-level TTRP.14 Expanded Alternative would 
result in a slgnificant traffic impact at the inters~ction of.Randall Street/San Jose Avenue . 

. that would operate at LOS E or LO_S F conditions under Existing plus Service 
Improvements and the TTRP.14 Expanded Alternative conditions. . . ' ~ ' . ~ ' 

·No feasible mitigation measures are available and the impact re~ains significa_nt_and 
unavoidable. 

• Impact TR-26: Implementation of the project-level TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative 
woulq re~µlt in a significant traffic impact ~t the intersection of 16th/Bryant streets tt:iat 
would operate at LOSE or LOS F conditions under Existing plus Service Improvements 
and the TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative conditions. 

· _, ·Mitigation Measure-M-TR~26: Intersection Restriping at ifihtBryant streets .. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-26 would reconfigure the intersection of 16ttt and 
Bryant Streets such that the westbound approach would be a through lane and dedicated right 
turn-pocketand the eastbo~r:1d-appro~ch \NOUld.be to a shared through/right lane. 

· Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-26 would not improve intersection operations to 
LOS D or better during the p.m. peak hour; therefore, traffic impacts at the inters~ction of 15t1t 
and Bryant streets remain significant and unavoidable. 

• Impact TR-27: Implementation of the proJeci:-level nRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative · 
would "result in a-significant traffic impact at the intersection of 1'6th Street/Potrero 
Avenue that would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions under Existing plus Service 
Improvements and the TTRP.22_ 1 ExJ)anded Alternative 'conditions: 

No feasible mitigation measures are available· arid the impact remains ·significant and 
unavoidable. 
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• Im pact TR-28: Implementation of the project-level TTRp.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative 
would result in a significanl traffic impact at the intersection of 16th/Seventh streets that 
would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions under Existing plus Service .Improvements 
and the TIRP.22 _ _;1 Expanded Alternative conditions. 

No feasible mitigation measures are available and the impact remains significant and 
unavoidable. 

• Im pact TR·30: Implementation of the project-level TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative 
Variant 1 would result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of 16th/Bryant 
streets that would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions under Existing plus Service 
Improvements and the TTRP.~2_ 1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 conditions. 

- Mitigation Measure M-TR-26: Intersect/on Restriping at 16th/Bryant streets 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-26 would not improve intersection operations to.LOS 
Dor better during the p.m. peak hour; therefore, traffic impacts at the intersection of 16th and · 
Bryant streets remain significant and unavoidable. 

• Impact TR-31: Implementation of the project-level TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative 
Variant 1 would result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of 16th 
Street/Potrero Avenue that would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions under Existing 
plus Service Improvements and the TIRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 
conditions. 

No feasfble mitigation measures are available and the impact remains significant and 
unavoidable. 

• Impact TR-32: Implementation of the project-level TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative 
Variant 1 would result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of 16tti/Seventh 
streets that would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions under Existing plus Service 
Improvements and the TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative conditions. 

No feasible mitigation measures are available and the impact remains significant and 
unavoidable. 

• Impact TR-34: Implementation of the project-level TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative 
Variant 2 would result in a significant tra~c impact at the intersection of 16th/Bryant 
streets that would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions under Existing plus Service 
Improvements and the TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 conditions. 

- Mitigation Measure M-TR-26: Intersection Restriping at 1fih!Bryarit streets 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-26 would not improve intersection operations to LOS 
D or better during the p.m. peak hour; therefore, traffic impacts at the intersection of 16th and 

Bryant streets would .remain significant and unavoidable. 
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•. Impact TR-35: Implementation of the· project-level lTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative 
Variant 2 would result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of 16th · 
Street/Potrero Avenue that would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions under Existing 
plus Service Improvements and the lTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 
conditions. 

No feasible mitigation measures are available and the impact remains significant and 
unavoidable. 

• Impact TR-36: Implementation of the project-level TTRP.22_1 Expanded-Alternative 
,Vari.ant 2 wou.ld result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of 16111/Seventh 
streets that would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions under Existing plus Service 

· Improvements and the TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 conditions. 

No feasible mitig.ation· ~easures are av?ilable and the impact remains significant anc;l 
unavoidable. 

. ' 

• Impact TR-3a: lmplem~ntation of the project-level lTRP.30_ 1 Expanded Alternative 
would result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of Columbus Avenue/Green 
Street/Stockton Street that would operate at LOS E conditions under Existing plus 
Service Improvements and the lTRP.30_ 1 Expanded AJternatlve conditions. 

No feasible mitigation measures are available an_d the impact remains significant and - . . ' . . . . 
unavoidable. 

•, 

• Impact TR-40: Implementation of the project-level lTRP.30_ 1 Expanded Alternative 
Variant 1 ~o.uld result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of Columbus 
Avenue/Green Street/Stockton S.treet that would operate· at LOS E conditions lirider 
Existing plus Service Improvements and the TTRP.30_1.Expanded Alternative Variant 1 

,.. ' ~ L '. 

cqnditions. . 

No feasible mitig~tion meas~res.(3re available and the i~pact remajns significant and 
unavoidable. 

• · Impact TR-42: Implementation of the project-level lTRP.30_ 1 Expanded.Alternative · 
Variant 2 would result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of .Colum~us 
Avenue/Green Street/Stockton Street that would operate at LOSE conditions under 

. Existing plus Service Improvements and the TTRP.30..;.1 l;xi:>anded Alternative Variant 2 
ccinpitions.· · · · . · . · · · · 

No feasible initig.ation ·rt:teas4res are available and the impact r~mains' significant and 
unavoidable. · ·. · · 

• Im pact TR-48: Implementation of project.,.level lTRP. 14 Moderate Alternative Variant 1 
would result in a reduction in on-street commercial loading supply on Mission Street 
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such that the existing loading demand durjng the peak hour of, loading activities could 
not be accommodated within on-street loading supply and may create a potentially 
hazardous condition or significant delay that may affect traffic, transit, bicycles, or 
pedestrians. · 

- Mitigation Measure M-TR-48: Enforcement of Parking Violations 

With implementation of this Mitigation Measure, the impacts related to loss of commerci.al 
loading spaces on transit and traffic operations would be reduced. However, because the 

· effectiveness of the use of. camera video enforcement of parking regulations along new transit
only lanes is not known, the feasibility of this measure is uncertain and impacts on this corridor 
remain significant and unavoidable. 

• Impact TR-49: Implementation of project-level TTRP.14 Moderate Alternative Variant 2 
would result in a reduction in on-street commercial loading supply on Mission Street 
such that the existing loading demand during the peak hour of loading activities. ·could 
not be accommodated Within on-street loading supply and may create a potentially 
hazardous condition or significant delay that may affect traffic, transit, bicycles, or 
pedestrians. · · 

- Mitigation Measure M-TR-48: Enforcement of Parking Violations 

Because the effectiveness of the use of camera video enforcement of parking regulations along 
new transit-only Janes is not known, the feasibility of this measure is uncertain and impacts on 
this corridor remain significant and unavoidable: 

• Impact TR-50: Implementation of project-level TTRP.14 Expanded Alternative would. 
result in a reduction in on-street commercial loading supply on Mission Street suc.h thaf 
the existing loading demand during the peak hour of loading activities could not.be 
accommodated within on-street loading supply and may create a potentially hazardous 
condition or significant delay that may affect traffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians. 

- Mitigation Measure M-TR-48: Enforcement of Parking Violations 

Because the effectiveness of the use of camera video enforcement of parking regulations along 
new transit-only lanes is not known, the feasibility of this measure is uncertain and impacts on 
this corridor remain significant and unavoidable. 

• Impact TR-51: Implementation of project-level TTRP.30_ 1 Moderate Alternative would 
result in a reduction in on-street commercial loading supply on Stockton Street such that 
the existing loading qemand during the peak hour of lo?tding activities could not be 
accommodated within on-street loading supply and may create a potentially hazardous 

· condition or significant delay that may affect traffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians. 

- Mitigation Measure M-TR-48: Enforcement of Parking Viola/ions 
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Because the effectiveness of the use of camera video enforcement of parking regulations along 
new transit-only Janes is not known, the feasibility of this measure. is un_certain and· impacts on 
this corridor-remain significant and unavoidable. I ' 

• Impact TR-52: Implementation of project-level TTRP.30_ 1 Expanded Alternative would 
r~sult in a reduction in on-:~treet commerci~l loading supply, o.n_ Stockton Street such that 
the e:>eisting loading demand during the peak hour of loading activities coµld not pe 
accommodated within o~-street loading supply and may c~ea!e a potenti~lly hazardqus 
condition' or significant delay that may affect traffic, transit, 'bicycles, or' pedestrians. 

~ ~ "' ' ' 

- Mitigation Measure M-TR-48: Enforcement of Parking Violation$ 

Because the effectiveness of the use of camera video enforcement of pai-king regulations along 
new tran~i~.,~nly lanes. is·npt known, th~ feasibility of thi~ measure is uncertain-and impacts on 
this corridor remain significant and unavoidable. 

• ·.,Impact TR;.53:' lmplerriehtatiori bf project-level TTRP.30_ 1 ExjJarid~9 Alternative Variant 
1 would result in a r~aiJCi:iori in 'on~street commercial loaoing supply ·an Stockton Street 

. such that the 'e}cistjng•toading' demEiiid dtiring the peak' hour of lo'adlng activities could 
notbe accommo'dated' within· on-street loaoing supply arid~rrla'y create a potentially 
hazardous conpltiori or significant delay that may affect traffi·c, transit, bicycles, or 
pedestrians. 

' ' 

- Mitigation Measure M-TR-48: Enforcement of Parking Violations 
• ' ," ' ~ 'j. - t • 't. -. ... . • . : ' ... -:' . \ . 

Because the effectiveness of the use of camera video ei:iforcement of parkin~ regulations along 
new transit-only lanes· is not.known, the feasj~ility ofthis measure is uncertain'and·impacts on· 
this corridor remair:i significant and·uhavoidabfe.. " · 

' . : I ',1;' 

• Impact TR-54: Implementation of project-level TTRP.30_ 1 Expanded Alternativ.e Variant 
2 would result in a reduction in on-street commercial loading supply on Stockton Str~et 

.. f?~Ch th<;it tbe existing ,io·ading deman9 guring th~ peak hqur of loadil'.19 acti'(itj~s coulq 
. 'h9t be acc(>rprflod~~eg. withi~ on-:st~~et lqadi.rig .supply iiihd m~y c::re~te. a, potentially 
._:~~d" ~~dt"~lis ?6~~iti6n or .signific~nt d~l~y th~t may affect tr~ffic, transn. bicY.91~. or 
pe e~ nans. . . . . . . . · . . : . . 

·, ! . 

Becaus~. the eff~ctiveness ofthe. !-lSe:of camera vjdeo enforcement Qf piiifking regulations along 
new transit-only lanes is not known, the feasibility ofthis measure is uncertain and impacts on 
this corridor remain significant and unavoidable: . ' 

• · · Impact c .. TR-1: The Service Policy Framework and Service Improvements or Service 
Variants, in combination with past, present and reasMably foreseeable development in 
San Franciscq; would.;cc;>ntri1J1Jte considerably to a significant cumulative impact on 
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. tr!:!nsit, resulting in an exceedance of Muni's capacity utilization standard on the Mission 
, corridor within the Southeast screenline of the Downtown screenlines under 2035 
Cumulative plus Service Improvements only conditions. · 

- Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-1: SFMTA Monitoring of Muni Service 
. . . . . 

Implementation ofthis Mitigation Measure would reduce the cumulative impact on the affected 
corridor to a less-than-significant level. However, becaU$e th~ SFMTA cannot'com'mit to future 
funding approp~iations 11or be certain of its ~bility to provide additional ~ervice citywide to 
maintain the capacity utilization standard, among other service goals, the feasibility'of this 
mitigation measure is uncertain, and the·cumulative Impact on transit 'remains· significant and 
unavoidable. 

• 'Impact C-TR-2: The Service Policy Framework, TPS Toolkit elements as applied fn the 
program-level TTRP corridors, and the Service Improvements with the TIRP Moderate 
Alternative, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development 
in San-Francisco, would contribute c;onsiderably to significant cumulative impacts;on 
transit, re~uiting. in exceedances of Muni's ·capacity uti.li?;~tion standard on the . 
Fulton~Hayes corridor within the Northwest ~creenline and on the Mis.sion corridor within 
the South.east screenl!n~ of the Downtown screenlines under 2035 Cumulative plus 
Ser\fic~ Improvements and the TTRP Moderate Alternative conditions. . . 

- Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-1: SFMTA Monito~ng of Muni Service 

. Implementation .of this Mitigation Measure would reduce the cumul8tive impact on the affected 
corridor to~ less-than-significant level. However, because the SFMTA cannot commit to future. 
: funding appropriations nor be certain of its ability to provide additional service citywide to 
maintain the capacity utilization standard, among other service goals, the feasibility of this 

· mitigation measure is uncertain, and the cumulative impact on transit remains significant and 
unavoidable. 

• Impact C-TR-3: The Service Policy Framework, the TPS Toolkit elements a~ applied in 
the pragram-level TTRP corridors, and the Service Improvements with the TTRP 
Expanded Alternative, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable 
development in San Francisco, would contribute considerably to significant cumulative 
impacts on transit, resulting in exceedances of Muni's capacity utilization standard on the 
Fulton/Hayes· corridor within the Northwest screenline and '<:m the Mission corridor within 
the Southeast screenline of the Downtown screenlines under 2035 Cumulative 
conditions ·plus Service Improvements and the TTRP Expanded Alternative conditions. 

- Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-1: SF.MTA Monitoring of Muni Service 

Implementation of this Mitigation M~asure would reduc~ the cumulative Impact on the affected 
corridor to a less-than-significant level. However, because the SFMTA cannot commit to future 
funding appropriations nor be cert'ain of its ability ~o provide ~dditional service citywide. to 
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maintain the capacity utilization standard, among other service goals, the feasibility of.this 
mit~gation measure is uncertain, and the cumulative impact on transit remains significant and 
unavoidable. 

• Impact C-TR-7: Implementation of the S~rvice'Poiicy Framewo~'Obje'ctive A, Action 
A.3 and Objective c, Actions C.3 through C.5 and TPS Tooikit categories: ·Lane 
Modifications and Pedestrian Improvements as appllec;i in program-level TTRP cprridors, 
in combination with past; present 'and ·reason~

1

bly foreseeable developme'nt in San 
Francisco, would result in cumulative traffic impacts at intersections along the corridors 
under 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and the TTRP Moderate Alternative 
conpition~. . . , · 

- Mitigation M~asure M-TR-8: Optimization' of Intersection Operations . 

Becau~e.this.m~asure may not pe adequate to mitigate intersection traffic operations to less
than-significant levels, and because the feasibility of providing additional vehicle capacity is 
unknown and it is not aJways possible to optimize an intersection such that level of service will 
improve.to· LOS Dor better,·the feasibilify.of mitigation is riot assured. Tli~refore;·the ·. 
cumulative impact on traffic op~rations remains significant and unavofdab_le 

'. • .. • • • • • • • l- • • ~ • • 

• Impact C-TR-9: Implementation of the Service.Policy.Framework Objective A, Action 
A.3 ~nd Objective C, Actions.C.3 thrpugh C .. 5 and TPS Toolkit categories: Lane . 
Modificatloris and Pedestrian Improvements as applied in program-Jevei ITRP corrid_ors 
would result in cumulative traffic impacts at intersections along the corridors· undet 2035 
Cumulative plus Service Improvements and the TTRP Expanded Alternative conditions. . . ~ . . . . . . 

- Mitigation Measure M:-"f.R-8: Optimization of Intersection Operations . .• 

Because this measure niay hot be adequate to mitigate intersection traffic operations to less
than-significant levels:· and because tfi'e feasibiiity of providing additional vehicle capacify i~ 
un!C~own and it is not always_ possible to optimize an intersection such that level Of .service will 
improve to LOS P or be'1er, tp_e effectlver:i~s~ <:)f tl'J.is mitigation mea.sur~ is not _assured, a!ld 
mitigation is infeasi.bl~. :· TheJ~fore, the cumulqtiye impacfon tr~ffic operations rem~ins. · 

· significant and unavoidabie. 

• lmpactC-TR.;13: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative pl'us'Service Improvements 
and the TTRP.J Expanded Alternative would contribute considerably to cumulative traffic 
impacts at the intersection of Market/Church/14th streets during the p.m. peak hour. 

No feasible mitigation measu~es are av~i!a.ble anc:l the cumulative impact remains signifi~ant 
and unavoidable. 

• Impact C-TR-14: Implementation of the 2035CLimulative plus Service Improvements 
and the TTRP.5 Expanded Alternative would result in cumulative traffic impacts at the 
intersection of Fulton Street/Masonic Avenue during the p.m. peak hour. . . 
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No feasible mitigation measures are available and the cumulative impact remains significant 
and unavoidable. 

• Impact C-TR-15: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements 
· . and the TIRP.8X Expanded Alternative would result in cumulative traffic impacts at the 

intersection of Geneva Avenue/Carter Street during the p.m. peak hour. 

No feasible mitigation measures.are available and· the cumulative Impact remains significant 
and unavoidable. 

• Impact C-TR-16: Implementation of the 2035.Cumulative plus Service Improvements 
and the TIRP.8X Expanded Alternative would result in cumulative traffic impacts at the 
intersection of Geneva Avenue/Moscow Street during the p.m. peak hour. 

No feasible ~ltigation measures are available and the cumulative impact remains significant 
• and unavoidable. 

• Impact C-TR-17: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus.Service Improvements 
and the TIRP.14 Expanded Alternative would result in project and cumulative traffic 
impacts at the intersection of Randall Street/San Jose Avenue during the a.m. peak 
hou~ · 

No feasible mitigation measures are available and the cumulative impact remains significant 
and unavoidable. 

• Impact C-TR-18: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements 
and the TIRP.14 Expanded Alternative would result in cumulative traffic impacts at the 
int~rsection of Mission/Fifth streets during the a.m. peak hour. 

No feasible mitigation measures ;:ire available and t~e cumulative iJTlpact remains significant 
and unavoidable. 

• Impact C-TR-19: ·Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements 
and the TIRP.14 Expanded Alternative would result in cumulative impacts at the 

·intersection of Mission/16th streets during the p.m. peak hour.· . 

. No feasibl~ mitigati.on measures are available and the cumulative impact remains significant 
and uhavoidable. 

• Impact C-TR-20: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements 
and ITRP.22_ 1 ·Expanded Alternative would result in project and cumulative traffic 
impacts at the intersection of 16th/Bryant streets during the p.m. peak hour. 

- Mitig~tion Measure M-TR-26: Intersection Restriping at 16°1/Bryant streets 

36 

447 



Transit Effectiveness Project 
SFMTA Board of Directors 

CEQA Findings 
3/21/2014 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-26 would not Improve intersection operations to LOS 
Dor better during the p.m. peak hour; therefore, cumulative traffic impacts at the interse.ction·of 
16th and Bryant streets remain significant and unavoidable. 

• Impact C-TR-21: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plu.s Servic~ Improvements 
and the TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 would- result In project and traffic 
cumulative impacts at the intersection of 16th/Bryant streets during the p.m. peak hour. 

~ I• • ' • • 

- Mitigation Measure M-TR-26: Intersection Res_triping at 16'h!Bryant streets 

Implement?1tion of ~~igation Mea~ur.e M-TF~-26 would·notjmprove intersection operatiQ.ns to LOS 
Dor.better during the p.m. peak hour; therefore, cumulative traffic.impa9ts at the intersection of 
16th and Bryant streets remain significant and unavoidable. 

' 
• Impact C-TR-22: lmpiementatibn of the 2035 Cumulative· plus Service Improvements 

and the TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 would result in project and · 
cumulative traffic impacts at the intersection of 16th/Bryant streets during the p.m. peak 
hou~ · ·-

Mitigation Measure M-.iR-26: Intersection Restriping at 16'h!Bryant streets 

Implementc:ltion of.Mitigation· Measure M-.TR;..:26 would ·not improve intersection operafams to LOS 
D or better during the p.m. peak hour; therefore, cumulative traffic impacts at the intersection of· 
16th and Bryant streets remain significant and unavoidable. 

' ' \. ' ., .. ' ._ ) .. 

• ··Impact C.i.TR-23:· lmplerrientation .. ofthe 2035 CumulCltive phJs $ervice Improvements 
and the TTRP.22_J Expanded Alternative would result in project ·and cumulative traffic 
impacts at the intersection of 16th/Potrero streets during the p.m. peak !lour . 

• ; ~ ' • t • ~ 

No feasible mitigation measures are available and the cumulative impact remains significant 
and unavoidable. 

• · lmp~ctC-TR-24~ Implementation ofthe-2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements 
and the TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 would result in' project ·~md . 
cu.mulative traffic impacts at the intersection of 16th/Potrero streets during the p.m. peak . 
hour., · · · · · · · · .. -

No feasible mitigation measures are avail.able and the cumulative impact remains significant 
and unavoidable. 

·• Impact C-TR-25: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service .Improvements 
and the TTR~.22_ 1 Exp~nded Alternative Vari.a~t 2 woulq result in pr9ject and 
cumulative traffic imp·acts atthe intersection of 16th/Potrero streets.during tfie· p.m. peak 
hou~ · 
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No feasible mitigation measures are available and the cumulative impact remains significant 
and unavoidable. 

• Impact C-TR-26: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements 
and the ITRP.22 1 Expanded Alternative woulq result in cumulative traffic impacts at the 
intersection of 16ili/Ower:is streets during the p.m. peak hour. 

No feasible mitigation measures are available and the cumulative impact remains significant 
and unavoidable. . 

• Impact C-TR-27: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements 
and the ITRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 would result in cumulative traffic 
impacts at the intersection of 16th/Owens streets during .the p.m. peak hour .. 

No feasible mitigation measures are available and the cumulative impact.remains significant 
and unavoidable. · 

• Impact C-TR-28: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements 
and the ITRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 would ·result in cumulative traffic 
impacts at the intersection of 16th/Owens streets during the p.m. peak hour. 

No feasible mitigation measures are available and the cumulative impact remains significant 
and unavoidable. 

• Impact C-TR-29: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service.Improvements 
plus the TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative would result in cumulative traffic impacts at 

• the intersection of 161~/Fourt~ stre~ts during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours. 

No feasible mitigation measures are available and the cumulative impact remains significant 
and unavoidable. 

• Impact C-TR-30: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements 
and the ITRP.22_ 1. Expanded Alternative Variant 1 would result in cumulative traffic 
impaCts at the intersection of 16th/Fourth streets during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours. 

No feasible mitigation measures are available and the cumulative impact remains s'ignificant 
and unavoidable. 

• Impact C-TR-31: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements 
and the TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 would result in cumulative traffic 
~mpacts at the intersecti~n of 16th/Fourth streets during the a.":1. and p.m; peak hours. 

. . 
No feasible mi~igation measures are available an.d the cumulative impact remains significant 

· and unavoidable. 
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• Impact C· TR-32: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements · 
and the TIRP.22_:.1 Expanded Alternative would result in project.and cumulative traffic 
impacts-at-the intersection of 16th/Seventh streets during the a.m. and p.rn. peak hours. 

No feasible mitigation-measures are available anµ the cumulative Impact remains signifioant 
and unavoidable . 

•. · lmpaci: C-TR-33: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements 
and the TIRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 would result in project and 
cµmulative_ traffi_c impacts at the intersect.ion of 16th/S~venth streets during the a.m. and 

· p.m: peak h,otir5. · · · ' · · - · 

No feasible.mitigation measures are· available and the cumulative impact remains significant 
and unavoidable. . , . 

' .• i .• 
' 

• Impact C-TR-34: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plu~ $~rvice lmprovemen~s 
and the TIRP:22 1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 would result in project and 
cumulative trafficlm,pacts.1at the intersec~on of 1.61h/seventh streets during th!=! a.m. and 
p.m. peak houri:,.<· . · · ·· · · ! ... . · · 

' ' . ·-1 

No feasible mitigatidn measures are avaflable and the c~mulative. "irrir>act ·~,mains SiQnificant 
and unavoidable . 

. '" , . 

• Impact C-TR-35: Implementation of the-2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements 
. and the TI:RP.30..;.1 Expanded Alternative would result in project and cumulative traffic 
impacts at the)l}terseqtipri 9f Cf:?lum,~us Avenµ~/Green Stre~t/S~o.ckton Street. 

No feasible mitigation measur~~ are available an'd the cumulative impact ~emains significant 
and unavoidable. 

• lmP,a~-C-TR;3~; Im.plem~nf~~i!Jr, of the ~03S CUf!lt,J!~~Y,~ plu,s ~~r;vice lmprovel"(lents 
ana the TIRP.30 .. J .Expan~e~ Alt~rnfltjve Variant 1 would result in project and . . 
cumulative traffic impacts at the intersection of Columbus Avenue/Green Street/Stockton 
Street. " ' 

No feasiple mitigation meas1,1res are available and the cumulative impact r~mains ?ignificant 
. '. , . . ~ -

and unavoid~.ble. 

• 
. . 

Impact C-TR-37: Implementation of the 2035 Cum~lative pi~s- Servic~ fmprovements 
· qnd the TIRP.30_1 Expande~ .Alternative Variant 2 woulct result ·in project and 
cumul~t!ve traffic iiylpacts at ii)~ intersection of Coiumtiu~.Avenue/Green .. Street/Stockton 
Street · ., · .. 

No feasib.ie tni~igation meaf;ures are avail~ble aDg the cumulative imp?lct r~mains significant 
and· unavoidable. · · · · · · 
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• Impact C-TR-43: Implementation of the Policy Framework Objective A, Action A.3 and 
" Objec~ive C, Actions C.3 through C.5, and TPS Toolkit Categories: Transit Stop " 

Changes, Lane Modifications, Parking and Turn Restrictions; and Pedestrian 
Improvements as applied to the program-level TTRP corridors in combination with past, 
present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in 
cumulative loading impacts. 

- Mitigation Measure M-TR-1 O: provision of Replacement Commercial Loading 
Spaces. · · 

While this measure could reduce significant loading iinpacts, in some locations on-sfre~t parking 
may not be available to convert to commercial loading spaces on the same block and side of the 
street·or within 250 feet on an adjacent side street, the feasibility of providing replacement 
commercial loading spac~s pursuant to Mitigation Measure M-TR-10 cannot be assured. 
Therefore, the cumulative impact of loss of on-street commercial loading spaces remains 
significant and unavoidable. 

• Im pact C-TR-44: Implementation of the project:.level iTRP ·Mode~ate Alternative 
including the TTRP.14 Variant 1, TTRP.14 Variant 2, and TTRP.30_ 1 in combination with 
past, present and otner reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would 
result in cumuiative loading impacts. 

- Mitigation Measure M-TR-48: Enforcement of Parking Violations 

Because the effectiveness of the.use of camera video enforcement of Parking regulations along 
new transit-only lanes is not known, the feasibility ofthis mitigation measure is uncertain and 
cumulative impacts on this corridor remain signific~nt and unavoidable. 

• Impact C-TR-45: Implementation of the project-level TIRP Expanded Alternative 
including the TTRP.14, TTRP.30_ 1, TIRP.30_ 1 Variant 1, and TIRP.30_ 1 Variant 2, in 
combination with past, present and reasona.bly foreseeable development in San 
Francisco, would result in project and cumulative loading iryipacts. · 

- Mitigation Measure M-TR-48: Enforcement of Parking Violations 

Because the effectiveness of the use of camera video enforcement-of parking regulations along 
new transit-only lanes is not known, the feasibility ofthls mitigation measure is uncertain and 

. cumulative impacts on these corridors remain significant and unavoidable. 

• lmpac;,t C-TR-49: lmplemer:it1:1tlon of toe Service Policy FramE;iwork . .ObjectiveA, Action 
A.3 and Objective C, Actions C.3, C.4 and C.5,·and the TPS locilkit categories; Lane 
Modifications, Parking and Tum Restrictions, and Pedestrian Improvements as applied 
in P.rogram-level TTRP corridors, in combination.with past, present and reasonably 
foreseeable development in San FranCisco, m·ay result in significant cumulative parking 
impacts. 
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- Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-49: Explore the Implementation of Parking 
Management strategies. 

It is uncertain whether.parki~g management strategies would mitigate this significant cumulative 
parking impact to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, feasibility of this mitigation measure 
cannot be assured, and the cumulative impact remains significant and unavoidable. 

• ·impact C-TR-52: Implementation of the project-level TIRP Moderate Alternative for the 
TIRP.14Variant1 or the TIRP.14 Variant 2;' in combination with past, present and 
rea$onably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in significant 

. cumulatiye parking impacts. . ·. ·. · 

- Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-49: Explore the Implementation of Parking 
· , Manag~m~nt Strategies 

It is uncertain whether parking management strategies would mitigate this significant cumulative 
parking im·p~ct to a l~s·s-than-significant le~el. 'th~refore, ·fel;lsibility of this mitigation ~easure 
cannot be as~ured, and ttje cur:nulative impact remain~ significant ~rid unavoidable. . . 

• Impact C-TR-54: Implementation of the project-level TIRP Expanded Alternative for the 
TIRP.22_ 1, TIRP.22_ 1 Variant 1, or TIRP.22_ 1 Variant 2, in combination with past, 
present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, wot,dd result in 
significant cumulative parking impacts. 

- Mitigation. Measure M-C-TR-49: Explore the Implementation of Parking 
Management strategies 

It is uncertain whether' parking management strategies would mitigate this significant cumulative 
parkirig impact fo a less-'than-significant level.' Therefore, feasibility of this mitigation measure 
cannot be assured, and the cumulative impact remains significant and unavoidable. 

V. EVALUATION. OF ·PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

This Section describes the alternatives to the project analyzeC:f in the .FElR ~nd the reasons for 
finding the alternatives infeasible ~pd rejecting them as required by Public Resou-rces Code 

. section'21081 (a)(3) and CEQA Guid~lines Section 15091 (a){S). Thi~ s~ction' also 6utli~es the 
reasons fqr approving the TEP as proposed. 

CEQA mandates that an EIR evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives to the project that 
would "feasibly attain mo~t of the basic objectives of the project, but.would avoid.or substantially 
lessen 'effects of the ·project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the project." {CEQA 

'" 
Guidelines Section 14126.S{a}.) CEQA requires that every EIR also evaluate a "No Project" 
alternative. Alternatives provide the decisionmakers With a basis of comparison to the Project in 
terms of tneir significant impacts and their ability to meet project objectives. This comparative 
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analysis is used to consider reasonably, potentially feasible options for minimizing 
environmental consequences of the Proposed Project. 

The Alternativ~s listed below and rejected are rejected as infeasible based upon substantial 
eviden,qe,in th.e record, including evidence of economic, legal, social, technological, and other 
considerations d~i:;cribed in th.is $ectiqn, and for the reasons· described in Section VI below, 
which is incorpor.ated herein by reference. 

• '· # ,. 

A. Reasons for Approylng Proposed Project 
t. • -

As discussea.·above in Section I and in Chapter 2 of the FEIR, the TEP consists of a Service 
Policy Framework, Service Improvements, 12 SeNice-Related Capital Improvements, and 
Travel Time Reduction Proposals (TTRPs) (which apply various items from the Transit 
Preferential Streets "Toolkit") along 17 transit corridors. Forthe purposes of environmental 
review, the FEIR described and analyzed two possible TEP projects-referred to as the TTRP 
Moderate Alternative and the TTRP Expanded Alternative-at an equal level of detail and 
·analysis. This was done because, although the ''TEP" was examined in one environmental 

_ document in order to understand the full scope of its potential environmental impacts, the TEP is 
. actually a collec.tion of projects and proposals, which, while related, may be implemented at 

various times and, in many cases, independently of each other. 

Thus, the FEIR defined and analyzeq the proposed proj~ctas two alternatives in order to 
capture the reasonable range.of TEP proposals the~SFMTA may chose to implement overtime 
and to evaluate the potential environmental impacts resulting from that range. Both alternatives 

' . . . 
would implement the Service Policy Framework, the Service Improvements, Service Variants·, 
the Service-related Capital Improvements, anc;I the TPS Toolkit as. applied to the program-level 
TTRP corridors. the difference between the two alternative prc;ijeqts is that under the TTRP 
Moderate Alternative, these ele~ents would be imph;imented in c:ombi~ation with a "moderate" 

· number of TPS Toolkit elements along certain Rapid Network corridors and, under the TTRP 
Expanded Alternative, these elements would be Implemented in combin~tion with an 
"expanded" number of TPS Toolkit elements along the same Rapid Network corridors. The 
rationale behind this ·is that the TIRP Moderate Alternative vvquld capture a project with fewer 
and less substantial physical environrnent~I effects and the TTRP Expandec;I Alternative would 
capture a project with more substantial physical environmental effects. 

It is not known at this time when or if the full scope of all the TTRP proposals inclµded in the 
TEP wiil be implemented. Implementation of various TIRP proposal!? will depend on community 
and stakeholger input, as well as a myriad o~ policy a.nd bl!dQetary consid.erations. It is likely 
that, overtime, 'the SFMTA will implement at ~.proj~ct-leyel a.collection of TIRP.proposals that 
fall somewhere in. betW~en the TIRP Moderate and J::xpanc;led Alternatives analyzed in the 
FEIR. However, ·at this t!m~, it is not known wnether a given project alarm a TTRP corridor will 
incl~de components of the Moderat~ Afternative or the Expanded Alternative, or a mixture of the 
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two. Because of this, the SFMTA Board is not-now rejecting either the TIRP Moderate 
Alternative or the TIRP Expanded Alternative. Rather,. the SFMTA Board is taking·action to 
approve both alternatives at a conceptual and programmatic level and to direct staff to continue 
to develop specific project proposals for eac~ TTRP corridor. C?nce any such projects -are 
proposed for approval, the SFMTA Boar~ would adopt as necessary findings to reject 
alternatives to those proposed TTRP projects. 

The SFMTA Board finds that the Project will provide the following benefits: 
. . 

• Support and implement the City's Transit First Policy by providing clear direction for 
managing modal allocation of space on the transportation system for the City of San 

Francisco. 

• Improve the cost-effectiveness and productivity of transit operations. 

• lmpr:ove the customer experience on th~ transit system. 

• · Improve transit system reliability. 

• Improve transit travel times. 

• · Improve safety for. pedestrians, bicyclisti:;, and transit riders. 

• Realign transit routes to eliminate underused routes and increase headways on heavily-
used routes. 

• Reduce crowding on heavily-used routes. 

• Improve accessibility to the transit system. 

• Attract more passengers to the transit system and increase ttJe use of transit by existing 
riders. 

• Reduce the use of automobiles on City streets. 

B. Alternatives R~j.ected and Reasons for Rejection 

The SFMTA Board of Directors rejects the NoProjectAlternative described and analyzed in the 
FEIR because the SFMTA Board finds that there js substantial ~vitfence, 'including evidence of 
economic, tegal, social, techrfological, and other cansidera'tions described ·in this Section in 
addition to those described·in Seqtion VI beiow under CEQAGuidelines Section t509.1(a)(3), 
that make this alternative infeasible. In making these determinations, the SFMTA Board is ' . 
aware that CEQA defines "feasibility" to mean "capable of being ·accomplished in a successful 
manner Within a reasonable period of time, ·taking into' account economic, envfronmental,. social, 
legal, and technological factors." The SFMTA Board·i~ also aware that under CEQA c~se iaw 
the concept of "fea.sibility" encompasses (i) the question of whether a particular alternative 
promotes the underlying goals and objectives of a project; and (ii) the question of whether an 
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alternative is "desirable" from a policy standpoint to the extent that desirability is based on a · 
reasonable balancing of the relevant economic, environmental, social, legal,· and technological 
factors.· 

Because both of the other alternatives analyzed in the FEIR-the TIRP Moderate Alternative 
and the TIRP Expanded Alternative-included 'implementation of the Service Policy 
Framework, the Service Improvements, Service Variants, the Service-related Capital 
Improvements, and.the TPS Toolkit as applied to the program-level TIRP corridors, rejecting 
the No Project AJtemafive rejects every alternative that would fail to implement these TEP 
proposals as infeasible. 

1. Alternative A: No Project 

Under the No Project Alternative, the Service Policy. Framework would not be adopted. The 
SFMTA would not implement the transit service changes included in the Service Improvements 
and Service Variants, and would not construct the Service-related Capital Improvements or the 
Travel Time "Reduction Proposals. The· SFMTA regularly. monitors perfotinance of the transit . 
system and routinely makes adjustments to improve service when funding and resourc~s are 
available. Therefore, under the No Project Alternative, some of the features of the TEP, such as 
. elements in the TPS Toolkit, would be implemented; for e~ample, transit bulbs and pedestrian . 
bulbs would continue to be installed ~n~ accessible boarding platforms would.continue.to be 
added. on a location-by-location basis when feasible. However, .no scheduled pn;igram of 
improvements would be implemented without adoption of the TEP. With the No Project 
Alternative, the significant physical impacts ~elated to traffic, loading, and cumuiative parking 
conditions identified in the FEI R. for the Project and set forth above would not occur, and the 
mitigation measures identified in the EIR and the Initial Study would not be.necessary. 

The No Project Alternative would not provide for an organized, comprehensive, coordinated 
program of transit system improvements. Transit system reliability and efficiency would not 
Improve, ~nd crowding .on some routes would riot be expected to change substantially from 
existing conditions. Under cumulative conditions with the No Project Alternative, the transit 
syste~ would become more crowded as growth and development continue to occur. in the City. 
Transit travel times would not improve on a coordinated basis. A mode shift from automobiles to 
transit use would not occur, resulting in additional automobile congestion. The !'Jo Project 
Alternative would not help the City support the Transit First Policy. Additionally, traffic 
congestion .will continue to degrade the performance of the surface transit system leading to 
increasing operating costs born by the City of San Francisco tax payers. As costs continue to 
increase,.a~d on time performan_ce continues to degr~de, resources that had originally been 
identified to provide additional service will be used to supplement existing operations. This 
spiral of increased operational ~ubsiclies with no increase in service may result in lower 
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ridership, which leads to decreasing revenue and a·downward spiral in the sustainability of the 
transit system and mobility· for residents and visitors to the City of San Francisco. 

For these re~soni;;, the SFMTA Board finds that, on balance, the Project is preferable to the No 
Proj~c;t Alternative and the No Project Alternative is rejected as infeasible. 

\ I ' 

2 •. Alternatives Co~sidered and Rejected in the EIR 

Alternative locations for the TEP would not be feasible becaus~ the Project is a systemwide 
i:>rogram to improve the existing transit infrastructure and service in San Francisco; therefore, 
alternative locations outside of San Francisco are rejected. Alternative location's for transit· 
improvements on streets other than those proposed are rejected as infeasible because of the 
need·to maintaih conriectivity·and geogrpphic coverage within''th'e existing transit arid overall 
transportation network. 

The SFMTA considered several potential alternatives to a~pects of the T.EP's TTRP Moderate 
and Expanded Alternatives. These alternatives include the following: 

• . Transit-only streets alQng high tra11sit ridership corridors. . 
• , Tral)_sit-only l~nes along the entirety of al.I existing four-lane (or more) trary~it corridors. 
• Stop sign removal and replacement with traffic signals at all stop sign locations on transit 

corridors. 

• Stop_consolidationand optimization standards as recomroended in·best practices 
.literature. 

• · Rqute terminal relocation and optimization for some routes Wit!i terininal locations at 
unproductive route segments or ~n low trans~ _demand locations. 

• Fleet mode change by route, such as servicing some routes that currently operate with 
existing trolley vehicles with the diesel fleet or vice versa. 

• Additional extensions to. existing ro~es, · 
·• Modification of.route tails (swapping one route segment with a different route segment to· 

serve the same transit corridor). 
• Route discontinuations and other route segment eliminations. 

• Use of higher ca·pacity vehicles on certain routes (note that the TEP includes service on 
some routes, such as the ~ Fulton, with higher capacity vehicles, 'but not on others). 

• Strearnlining all routes for improved direct,ness by, for.example, reducing the number of 
turns (streamlining is included in the TEP for some routes). · ' 

• · Modifying freq4ency for all routes (frequency modifications, both increased and 
. . . ! . ·. 

decreased frequ.ency, is included in the TEP for some rout~~). . . 
• Reducing the span of service for some roufo~. . . . ... . ') 
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• Farside boarding at all signalized intersections (farside boarding at signalized 
intersections is included in the TEP for many routes, but not all). 

These alternatives were removed tram conside~ation during ~evelopment ofthe TEP for a 
variety of reasons as set forth in Section 6.5 of the FEIR. The·SFMTA Board concurs with the 
findings in the EIR, and rejects these alternatives as infeasible for the reasons set forth therein. 

VII. STATEMENT OF. OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS· 

Pursuant to CEQA § 21081 and CEQA Guidelines§ 15093, the SFMTA Boar.d of Directors
hereby finds, after c.on~ideration of the FEIR and the evidence in the record, that each of the 
specific overri?ing economic, legal, social, technological and ot~er benefits of the.Project as set 
forth below inderendently and collectively outweighs the significant and unavoidable impacts 
and is an overriding consideration warranting approval of the Project. Any one of the reasons 
for approval cited below is sufficient to justify approval of the Project. Thus, even if a court were 
to conclude that not every reason is supported by substantial evidence, the SFMTA Board will 
stand by its determination that each individual reason is sufficient. The substantial evidence 
supporting the various benefits can be found fr; the preceding findings, which ate Incorporated 
by reference into this Section, and in the documents found in the Record of Proceedings, as 
defined in Section I. · 

On the basis of the above findings ·and the substantial evidence in the whole record of this 
proceeding, the SFMT A Board specially ri'nds that there are significant benefits of the Project in 
spite of the unavoidable significant impacts, and therefore makes this Statement of Ovefrlding 
Considerations. The SFMTA Board further finds that, as part of the process of obtaining Project 

. approval, all significant effects on the environment from implementation of the Project have 
been eliminated or substantially lessened where feasib!e. All mUigation measures identified in 
the EIR for the Project are adoptec;I as part of this approval action. The SFMTA Board has . - ' 

determined that any remaining significant effects on the environment found to be unavoidable 
are acceptable due to the following specific overriding economic, technical, legal, .social and 
other considerations. 

The Project will h~ve the fol.lowing benefits: 

• The Service Policy Framework ·and the °TEP will support and.implement the City's Transit 
First Policy. 

• Improved transit service with t.he TEP, including Improved (reduced) transit travel times, 
increased efficiency and improved reliability, will make Muni a more attractive · 
transportation mode, resulting in more use of transit arid less automobile travel 
throughout the City. 
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• Implementing the TEP will improve safety for pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit riders. 

• Improved network efficiency and reduced system redundancy with implementation of the 
TEP will improve the cost-effectiveness of transit operations. 

• Implementation of the TEP capital projects will support increased :access for seniors and 
· people with disabllitfos by expanding accessible rail stops and making platform 

upgrades. 

• Enhanced transit service on the busiest lines will drastically improve the customer 
experience by reducing crowding. 

• Service level expansion will improve system-wide neighborhood connectivity and access 
to regional transit by providing more frequent service between neighborhoods •. 

• Finite public resources will be redirected to better match travel demand and trip patterns 
based on existing community needs. 

Having considered these benefits, the SFMTA Board of Directors finds that the benefits of the 
TEP.outweigh the unavoidable ~dverse_environmental effects, and that the adverse 
envfronmental effects are therefore acceptable. 
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR THE TRANSIT EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT 

.Adopted:Mitigation"Measures 

MITIGATION.:MEASURES-AGREED TO BY SFMTA 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Responsibility 
for Mitigation 

Implementation Schedule 
Mitigation 
Action 

Monitoring/ 
Reporting 
Responsibility 

: .. ·~ ~. ~.. ... __,;,,__, ___ . -------~--~-~--
Mitigation Me~~·~re M-:CP-2a: Ac.cidei:ttal DiscoverY 
of Archeological Resou.rces ~. . . · 
The following mitigatiol}.m~asure ·is· required.to avoid 
any potential adverse effect from the proposed project 
on accidentally discovered buried-or submerged · 
historical resources as.defined in CEQA Guidelines 
Section 1so64.5{a)(c).The project sponsor-shall 
distriqute th~ Planning Department archaeological and 

.i::a p~leontological r~source "Al.,ERr sheet to the project 
~ .Prime contr.actor; to any project s4bcontractor (including 

demorition,:excavation; grading, foundation1.Pil~ driving, 
etc. firms); and tq any utilities firm involved in soils 
dis~urbing actiyities within·the proj~t site. Prior to.any 

. soils disturbing·,activitie.s.being undertaken, each 
contractor is responsible for-ensuring thc;it the ~ALERr 
sheet is circulated to all field personnel, including 
machirie:operators, field crew, pile-drivers, supervisory 
personnel, etc. The· project sponsor-shaJl·provide the· 
Environmental Review-Officer (ERO) .with a signed 
affidavit fr~IT\ th~ responsible pa'rties (prime contractor, 
subcontractor(s), and utilities· firm) tg1he E;RO · · 
confirming that all field personnel have receiVed copies 
of the Alert Sheet. ~ ·• -

SFMTAand 
project 
contractors 

... 

Prior to soils 
disturbance 
activities 

';' ~ ... t• ~ 

SFMTA to distribute 
Planning Department 
• ALERr sheet-and 
provide signed affidavit 

·from project contractor, 
subcontractor(s) and 
utilities firm(s) stating 
that all field personnel 
h,ave receiyed copies 
of the "ALE8.T" sheet. 

.. 
ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT 2- SUBJECT TO CHANGE 

TRANSIT EFFECTIVENESS PROJ'ECT (CITYWIDE) 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM Exhiblt2-1 

ERO to receive 
signed affidavit. 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

Prior to any soil 
disturbing activities. 

Following 
distribution of 
• ALERr sheet but 
prior to any sons 
disturbing activities. 

CASE NO. 2011.0558E 
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued) 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 

Should :a:;,y.· indication ·of an archaeological resource be 
encountei"ed·during ·any·soils·:dfsturbing activity of th·e 
projeCt;the projedt Head'Foreman:~md/or project 
sponsor shall. in:imediately notify the 'ERO and shall . 
immediately.'suspend· any soils :disturbing activities in the 
vicinity of the· discovery until the ERO has determined 
what additional measures should be undertaken. 

If the ERO dete1111iri~:th<]lt.an archaeological resource 
may be pres.ent-:within. the project site, the project 
i;ponsq~ .shall retain.the·.services .of an archaeological 
.cons·~ltant from· the. pool.of qualified archaeological 
co.nsultants maln~ained·:by the Planning, Department 
·archaeologist The:archaeological consultant shall .. _ 
advise,the ERO_ as ·to. whether tt;e discovery is an 
archaeological.resource,:r.eta!ris sufficient integrity, and 
is of potential scientificlhistorical/cultural,significance. If 
an archaeolog~cal: resour~ is. present;. the · 
~rchaeological consultant-shall identify arid evaluate the 
archaeolo9ical i:esource. The archaeological ~onsultant 
shall make a· recommendation· as to·what action; if any, 
is warranted .. Baseq on .this information, the ERO· may 
require •. if Warranted,: specific additional measu(es tq. be. 
implemented by the_project sponsor. · · 

Measures-·mig~t:include: :preser.vation, in ·situ of the 
archaecilogical resource, an archaeological monitoring 
progr~1J11. or~an.archaeological:te~ting program. lf:an 
archaeological monitoring.program or archaeological 
testing programJs. required,· it shaO··be-consistent with 
the Environmental Planning division guidelines for such 
programs. The ERO may·also require that the project 
sponsor'immediately'implement a site security program 
if the archaeological resource is-at risk from vandalism, 
looting, or other damaging actions. · 

Responsibility 
for Mitigation 

Implementation Schedule 

SFMTAand 
. project 
contractor's 
Head Foreman 

SFMTAand 
project 

. archaeological 
consultant 

During soils 
disturbance 
activities 

When determined 
necessary by the 
ERO 

Mitigation 
Action 

SFMTA and project 
contractor's Head 
Foreman to inform 
ERO and suspend 
soils disturbing 
activities. 

If required, SFMTA to 
retain an 
archaeological 
consultant from the 
pool of qualified 
~rchaeological 
consultants. 

Project archaeolo91cal 
consultant to advise 
ERO regarding ·the 
status of the 
archeological resource. 

ERO to determine 
whether the need for 
an archaeological 
monitoring program, an 
archaeological testing 
program, or site 
security program is 
needed. 

ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT 2- SUBJECT TO CHANGE 
TRANSIT EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT (CITYWIDE) 
MITIG..4""TON MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM ExrtL'4 2-2 

Monitoring/ 
Reporting 
Responsibility 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

·ERO to determine During soils 
if additional disturbance 
measures are activities 
necessary 

ERO to determine 
if additional 
measures are 
necessary to 
implement 

CASE NO. 2011.0558E 
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. EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued) 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Responsibility 
'" 

ApQpt~ci. Mitigatioi{Me.ijs.ures . 
for Mitigati9n 

Implementation Schedule 

The projectarcha·eological consultant shall submit a· SFMTA and 
Final Archeological Resources Report (FARR) tfrt.he project 
ERO' that evaluates the· historical s,ignifi~ancErof.any_ · · archaeological 
discovered archaec:ilbgieal resource· and describing the consultant 
archaeological and historical re·search methods · 
employed in 'the archaeological monitoring/data recovery 
program(s) undertaken. ·Information that may putat risk 
any·archaeological resource·shall·be·provided·in a · 
separate removable insert within the' final report. 
Copie.s of the Draft FARR shall be sent to the ERO for 
review ~nd approval..'"Once·apptbved by the ERO, 
copies of the FARR shall.be disti:ib.uted as fol.lows:· 
California Archaeological Site Survey Northwest . 
Information Center (NWIC} shall receiv~ orie (1) copy 
and the ERO shall receive a copy oftj)e transmitt~I of 
the FARR to the 'NWIC:. The Environriiental.'Planning 
division of the Planning Department shali foceive o.ne 
bound copy, oni unbound c_opy, and .ol'!e:unlocked· · 
searchable Portable Docum~nt=Format'{PDF) copy oti 
CD of ttie FA~R along w~fi copies of any form81 site 
recordation forms {QA DPR 523 s~ries) and/or · · 
documentation for nomir1~tion to the 'NRHP/CRHR. In 
instances of IJigh ·P..UbllC interest·or'interµret(v~ value, the 

· ERO may ~eq1,.1ire a different final. report content, format, 
and· distribution' than that ·presented above. 

• } l 

When determined 
necessary by the. 
ERO 

" 

• '< 1, ' • •' •• ~ .... 

Mitigation 
Action 

SFMTA.and project 
archaeological 
consultant to prepare 
draft and final FARR 

ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT2-SUBJECTTO CHANGE 
TRANSIT EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT {CITYWIDE) 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM Exhiblt2-3 

Monitoring/ 
Reporting 
Re~ponsibility 

ERO to review and 
approve final 
FARR 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

CASE NO. 2011.0558E 
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued) 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure M-CP-2b: Arch~eological 
Monitoring 
Based on the reasonable potential that archaeological 
resources may be present within the project site, the ' 
following measure~ snail be undertaken to avoid any 
potentially significant adverse effect from the proposed 
project on buried or submerged historical resources: 
Once engineering design details for the identified projects 
(OWE.1, OWE.1 Variant,SCl.2, TTRP .9 and TTRP .22_2) 
and other projects in archaeologically sensitive ~rea~. as 
identified by the Environmental Review Officer, are 
known. the project sponsor .shall consult with the Planning 
Department archeologist regarding the specific aspects of 
these propo~ls that would require monitoring. If required 
by the Planning Department archeologist, the project 
sponsor shall retain the services of an archaeological 
consultant from the paol ·of qualified archaeological 
consultants maintain~ oy the Planning Department 
archaeologist. The archaeological consultant shall 
undertake an archaeological monitoring program. All 
plans and reports prepared ·by the consultant as specified 
herein shall be submitted first and:directly to the · 
Environmental Review Officer {ERO) for review and · 
comment, and shall be considered draft reports subject to 
revision until final approval by the ERO. Archaeological 
monitoring and/or data recovery programs required by 
this measure could suspend construction of the project for 
up to a maximum of four weeks.· At the dir~ction of the 
ERO, the suspension of construction can be extended 
beyond four weeks only if such a suspension is the only 
feasible means to reduce tO a ·Jess than significant level 
potential effects on a significant archaeological resource 
as defined in CEQA Guidelines Sect. 15064.5 (a)(c). 

Responsibility 
for Mitigation 

Implementation Schedule 

SFMTAand 
Planning 
Department 

Prior to soils 
disturbance 

Mitigation 
Action 

SFMTA to consult with 
Planning Department 
archaeologist. 

If required, SFMTA to 
choose archaeological 
consultant from the 
pool of qualified 
archaeological 
consultants 

ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT 2 - SUBJECT TO CHANGE 
TRANSIT EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT (CITYWIDE) 
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Monitoring/ 
Reporting · 
Responsibility 

Project 
archeological 

· consultant, · 
Planning 
Department 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

Consultation with 
Planning 

- Department 
Archeologist to 
occur once 
engineering design 
details for the 
identified projects 
are known; timeline 
for subsequent 
actions determined 
following meeting. 

CASE NO. 2011.0558E 
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued) 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

. Responsibility 
for Mitigation 

Implementation Schedule 
Mitigation 
Action 

Monitoring/ 
Reporting 
Responsibility 

Archaeological monitoring program (AMP). The 
archaeological monitoring program shall minimally 
include the following. provisions: 

SFMTA and If archaeological Project archaeological 
project monitoring is ·consultant to prepare 
archaeological implemented, prior Archaeological' 

SFMTAand 
project 
archaeological 
consultant, in 
consultation with 
ERO 

• 

• 

• 

• 

The archaeological consultant, project sponsor, and 
ERO shall meet and consult on the scope of the AMP 
reasonably prior to any project-related soils disturbing 
activities commencing. The ERO, in consultation with 

consultant, in to any soils- Monitoring Program 
consultation with disturbing (AMP) in consultation 
ERO activities, and with the ERO 

the project archaeologist, shall determine what project Archaeological 
activities shall be archaeologically monitored.· In most monitor and 
cases, any soils disturbing activities, such as SFMTA and 
demolition, foundation removal, excavation, grading, SFMTA's 
utilities installation, foundation work, driving of piles construction 
(foundation, shoring,. etc.), site remediation, etc., shall contractors 
require archaeological monitoring becaus~ of the · 
poiential risk these activities pose to archaeological 
resources and to their depositional context. 
The archaeological consultant shall advise all project 
contractors to be on the alert for·evidence of the 
presence of the expected resource(s), of how to 
identify the evidenqe of the expected resource(s), and 
of.the appropriate protocol in the event of apparent 
discovery of an archaeological resource. 

The archaeological rtjol)itor(s)'shall be present on the 
project site according.to a schedule agr~ed upon by 
the archaeological consultant and the ERO until the 
ERO has, in consultation with the archaeological 
consultant, determined that project construction 
activities 'could have no effects on significant 
archaeological deposits. . · 

The archaeological monitor shall record and be 
authorized to collect soil samples and 
artifactual/ecofactual material as warranted for 
analysis. 

during soils 
disturbing 
construction at any 
location. 

Archaeological Archaeological 
consultant to advise all monitor to observe 
constructior:i · construction 
contractors according to the 

If monitoring is schedules 
implemented, as ' . . established in the 
construction Archaeologica~ monitor AMP for each site. 
contractors are sh9;1l temporarily . 
retained, prior to red!r~~ construction 
any soils-disturbing act1v1ties as n7cessary 
activities and consult with ERO 

If monitoring is 
implemented, 
schedules for 
monitoring to be 
established in the 
AMP, in 
consultation with 
ERO 

. . . . ' 
ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT 2 - SUBJECT TO CHANGE 
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Monitoring · 
Schedule 

Considered 
complete on finding 
by ERO that AMP is 
implemented. 
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued) 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Adopted Mitigation·Measures. 

• ·If an intact archaeol0gical deposit is encountered, all 
soils disturbing activities in the vicinity of the deposit 
stiai1· ~se. The archaeofogical monitor shall be 
empowered to·temporarifY redirect .. 
demolition/excavation/' pile driVing/construction crews 
and heavy equipment until the· deposit is evaluated. If 
in the case of pile driving· activity (foundati,on, shorin·g, 
etc;), the archaeological monitor has cause to believe 
that the pile driving activity may affect an 
archaeological resource, the pile driving activity shall 
be termJnated ·until-an appropriate evaluation· of the 
resource has been made in.consultation withthe· 
ERO. The archaeological consultant shall 
immediC!tely notify the ·ERO ·of the encountered 
archaeological deposit. The archaeological 
consultant shall, after making. a reasonable. effort to 
assess the identity;integrity, and significance of the 
encountered archaeological deposit, .pr~ent the 
findings of this assessment to the ERO. 

Responsibility 
for Mitigation 

Implementation Schedule 
Mitigation 
Action 

ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT2-SUBJECTTO CHANGE 
TRANSIT EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT (CITYWIDE) 
MITIG~""fON MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM Ex!'lihit 2-8 

Monitoring/ 
Reporting 
Responsibility 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

CASE NO. 201J.0558E 
M•rch 201.4 



EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued) 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Responsibility 
for Mitigation 

Adopted Mitigation-Measures Implementation Schedule 

Consultation with Descendant Communities: . On . Archaeological 
discovery of an archaeological site 1 associated with monitor and 
descendant Native Americans or the Overseas Chinese, SFMTA and 
.an appr9priate representative2 of.the pescendant group SFMTA's 
and the ERO shall be contacted. The repr~sentative of construction 
the descendant group shall be given' the opportunity to contractors 
monitor archaeological field investigations of the site and 
to consult with ERO regarding appropriate · · 
archaeological treatment of the site,. of recovered data 
from the site, and, if applicable, any interpretative. 
treatment of the associated archaeological·site. ·A copy 
of the Final Archaeological Resources Report shall be 
pr.ovided to the representative of the descendant group; 
If the ERO; in consultation with the archaeological 

+=- consultant, determines that a significant archaeological 
O'> . • . • • 
CJ'I resource 1s present and that the resource c9uld be 

adversely affected by the proposed project, afttie 
discretion of the project sponsor, ei~~er:. 
A) The proposed project shall be re-designed so as to 

avoid any adverse effect on the significant · 
archaeological resource; or . 

8) An archaeologlcal_ d_ata recovery program shall be 
ilT)plemented, u11less the ERO deterinines,that the 
archae.ologica_I resource i~ of gr~ater interpretive 
than research significance and that interpretive use 
of the resource is feasible. · 

For the duration of 
soi(.;:disturbing 
activities, the 
representative of 
the descendant 
group shall be 
given the 
opportunity to 
monitor · 
archaeological field 
investigations on 
the site and consult 
with the ERO 
regarding 
appropriate 
archaeological 
treatment of the 
site, of recovered 
data from the site, 
and, if applicable, 
any interpretative 
treatment of the 
associated 
archaeological site. 

Mitigation 
Action 

·sFMTA shall contact 
ERO and descendant 
group representative 
upon discovery of an 
archaeological site. 

Monitoring/ 
Reporting 
Responsibilify 

Project 
archaeological 
consultant shall 
prepare a FARR in 
consultation with 
the ERO. 

A copy of the 
FARR shall be 
provided to the 
representative of 
the descendant 
group 

The term "archaeological site• is intended here to minimally include any archaeological. deposit, feature, burial, or evidence of burial. 
2 . . . . 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

Consiqered 
complete on 
notification of the 
appropriate 
descendant group, 
provision of an 

·opportunity to 
monitor construction 
site work, and 
completion and · 
approval of the 

· FARR by ERO, if 
necessary. 

An "appropriate representative• of the descendant group is here defined to mean, in the case of Native Americans, any individual listed in the current Native 
American Contact List for the City and County of San Francisco maintained by the California Native American Heritage Commission, and in the case of the 
Overseas Chinese, the Chinese Historical Society of America. · · · · ' . 

ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT 2 - SUBJECT TO CHANGE · 
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued) 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Responsibility 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 
for Mitigation 

Implementation Schedule 

If an.archaeological data recovery program is required SFMTA and Considered 
by the ERO, the archaeolc)gical data recovery program project complete once 
shall be conducted in accord with an archaeological data archaeological verification of 
recovery.plan (ADRP). The proj~ct.ar.chaeological consultant, in curation occurs. 
consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall meet and consultation with 
consult on the scop~ . .of the ADRP. The archaeological ERO 
consultant.shall prepare.a draft ADRP that shall be 
submitted to the ERO f!=?r review and approval. The 
ADRP l;!hall.identify how the proposed data recovery 
program will.preserve.the sigl')fficant information the 
archaeological resource is expected to contain! That is, 
the ADRP will identify what scientific/historical research 
questions ·are applicable to the expected resource, what 
data classes the resource Js expected to possess, and 
how the expected data clEiSses wotild ·address the 
applicable researeh questions; Data recovery,·in 
general,·should be limited·to:the portions of the historical 
property that could be. adversely affected by the 
proposed project. Destructive data-recovecy methods 
shall not be·,applied to.portions of the archaeological 
resources: if nondestructive methods are practical. ' 

The· scope of the ADRP shafi include the following 
elements: · · 

•· Field Methods ·and.Procedure's. Descriptions ~f 
propqsed field strategies, procedures: and 
oper~tions. ; · ·· 

• Catalc;g_~ing and,~aborato,Y Analysis. Description of 
sel.ected catalogu.ing system and artifact analysis 

. procedures. . . 
• Discard and Deaccession Policy: Description of and 

rationale for field and post-field discard and 
deaccession polic\es. · 

Mitigation 
Action 

Consultant to prepare 
Archaeological Data 
Recovery Program in 
consultation with ERO. 

ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT 2-SUBJECT TO CHANGE 
TRANSIT EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT (CITYWIDE) 
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Monitoring/ 
Reporting 
Responsibility 

Final ADRP to be . 
submitted to ERO 

Monitoring 
·schedule 

Considered 
complete on finding 
by ERO that ADRP 
is implemented. 

CASE NO. 2011.0558E 
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued) 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

• 

• 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 

Interpretive Program. Consideration of an on-site/off
site public interpretive program during the course of 

· the archaeological data recovery program. 
Security Measures. Recommended security 

· measures to protect the archaeological resource from 
vandalism, looting, and non-intentionally damaging 
activities. 

• Final Report. Description of proposed report format 
and distribution of results. 

• Curation. Description of the procedures and 
rewm.mendatioris for the cu~ation of any . .recovered 
data~haVihg potential research value, identification of 
appropric;ite cu ration facilities, and a summ·ary of the 
accession policies of the curation fa'cilities. 

Responsibility. 
· for Mitigation 

Implementation Schedule 

. /. 

Mitigation 
Ac.ti on 

. ' 
. ADMINISTRATIVE' DRAFT 2 - SUBJECT. TO CHANGE 

TRANSIT EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT·(CI'fYWIDE) 
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Monitoring} 
Reporting 
Responsibility 

Monitoring 
Schedule 
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORlNG AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued) 

MONITORING AND REPORTING. PROGRAM 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 

Human Remains, Associated or Unassociated Funerary-
. Objects. The treatment of human remains and of 
associated or unassociated funerary objects discovered 
during any soils disturbing activity shall comply with 
applicable State and federal Laws, including immediate 
notification of the Coroner of the City and County of San 
Francisco and, in the event of the Coroner's 
determination that the human remains are Native 
American remains, notification of the California State 
Native American Heritage Commission who shall 
appoint a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) (Pub. Res. 
Code Sec. 5097.98). The archaeological consultant, 
project sponsor, and MLD shall make all reasonable 
efforts to develop an agreement for the treatment of, 
with appropriate dignity, human remaJns and associated 
or unassociated.filnerary'e>bjects (CEQA Guidelines 
Sec. 15064.S(d}). The agreemenf should take into 
consideration the appropriate excavation, removal, 
recordation, analysis, curation, possession, and final 
disposition of the human remains and associated or 
unassociated funerary objects. 

Responsibility 
for Mitigation 

Implementation Schedule 

SFMTA and Ongoing _ 
project . throughout soils-
archaeological · disturbing activities 
consuitant, in 
consultation with 
ERO 

Mitigation 
Action 

If applicable, upon 
discovery of human 
remains and/or 
associated or 
unassociated funerary 
objects, the consultant 
shall notify the Coroner 
of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and 
in the event of the 
Coroner's 
determination that the 
human remains are 
Native American 
remains, notification of 
the California State 
Native American 
Heritage Commission 
who shall appoint a 
Most Likely 
Descendant (MLD) 
who, 'along with the 
archaeological 
consultant and the 
SFMTA, shall make 
reasonable efforts to 
develop an agreement 
for the treatment of 
human remains and/or 
associated or 
u'nassociated funerary 
objeets · 

ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT 2 - SUBJECT TO CHANGE 
TRANSIT EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT (CITYWIDE) 
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Monitoring/ 
Reporting 
Responsibility 

Project 
archaeological 
consultant and/or 
archaeological 
monitor 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

Considered 
complete on 
notification of the 
San Francisco 
County Coroner and 
NAHC, if necessary. 
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING .PROGRAM (continued) 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 

Final Archaeological Resources Report. The 
archaeological consultant shall"slib!Tlit a Draft Fin~I 
Archaeological Resources·Repoit {FARR) to·the ERO 
that evaluates the historical significance of any 
discovered archaeological resource·and;describes the 
archaeological and historical research ·methods 
em ployed in the archaecilcigical ·testing/monitoring/data 
recovery program(s) µndeftaken. Information that may 
put-at-risk·any archaeological resource shall be provided 
in a separate removable insert Within the draft final 
.report.· 

Copies of the Draft FARR shall be sent to the ERO for . 
review and approval. Once approved by the ERP copies 
of the FARR shall be distributed·as follows: California 
Archaeological Site Sur\i~y Northwest ·information 
Center(NWIC) shall receive one (1) copy and the ERO 
shaff receiveacopy·of the.tiansmittai·of the FARR to the 
NWIC. The Environmental Planning division of the 
Planning Department' shall receive one bound, one 
unbound, arid one unlocked searchabl~ PDF copy on · 
CD of the FARR along with copies of any formal site 
recoi"clation'forms (CADPR.523 series) andior 
documentation for nomination to the NRHP/CRH8. In 
instances of.high pub1ic·fr1terest or interpretive yalue, the 
ERO may require a different final r~port conJent; torr.hat, 
and distribution than that ·presented above. 

Responsibility 
for Mitigation 

Implementation Schedule 
Mitigation 
Action 

SFMTA and If applicable, upon If applicable, 
project completion of consultant to prepare 
archaeological cataloguing and . draft and final 
consultant, in analysis of Archeological 
consultation with recovered data and Resources Report 
ERO · findings reports. 

If applicable, upon 
approval of Final 
Archaeological 
Resources Report 
by ERO 

• • ·-· ,! ~ 

ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT 2-SUBJECTTO CHANGE 
TRANSIT EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT (CIT.YWIDE) 
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Monitoring/' 
Reporting· 
Responsibility 

If applicable, the 
ERO to review and 
approve the Final 
Archeological 
Resources Report 

If applicable, 
consultant to 
transmit final, 
approved 
documentation to 
NWICandSan 
Francisco Planning 
Department 

If applicable, 
consultant shall 
prepare all plans 
and 
recommendations 
for interpretation by 
the consultant shall 
be submitted first 
and directly to the 
ERO for review and 
comment, and shall 
be considered draft 
reports subje.ct to 
revision until final 

. approval'bythe 
ERO; 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

Considered 
complete on 
approval of final 
FARR. 
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued) 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure M..CP-3: Paleontological 
Resources Accidental Discovery 
In order to avoid any potential adverse ~ffeet in the 
event of accidental .discovery of a paleo11tolcigical 
resource during construction of the· project, the project · 
sponsor shall be responsible for ensuring that an.project 
contractors and s'utx<ontractors involved in soil- · 
disturbing activities"associated witli the project comply 
with the following ·procedures in' the event of discovery of 

. a paleontological· resource. Paleontological-remains, or 
resource,.-can"fake the form ·of whole or· portions. of 
marine shell, bones, tusk, horn ·and teeth from fish. 
reptiles, mammals; and lower order animals. ln·tlie case 
of Megafau'ria; the remains, although partjal, may be· 
large in scale. Also paleontological resources.· include 
petrified wood.and rock impressions of plant or anin:ial 

. pa~s. · · · · · 

Should any indication of a paleontological resource be 
encountered during any soil- disturbing activity of the 
proje'ct, the project foreman and/or project sponsor shall 
immediately riotify·the City Planning· Departnient's · 
Environmental Reviewbfficer'(ERO): and: one of its 
designated paleontologists '(currently, Dr. Jean De 
Mouthe/Dr: Peter Roopnarine· in' the ·Geology 
Department-of the California Academy· of Sciences) and 
immediately suspend any soil-disturbing activities in the 

· vicinity·· of the discovefy·until·the ERO"'has determined 
whatadditie>'riaf·measures are needed. · 

Responsibility 
for Mitigation 

Implementation Schedule 
Mitigation 
Action 

SFMTAand 
project 
contractor's 
Head Foreman 

During construction Project 
· contractor/SFMTA to 
notify the ERO and 
one of its 9esignated 
paleontologists and 
suspend soils- . 
disturbing activities. 
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Monitoring/ 
Reporting 
Responsibility 

S_FMTA and ERO 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

During construction, 
upon indication that 
a paleontological 

resource has been 
encountered 
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION ~ONITORING AND REPORTING PR0GRAM (continued) 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Responsibility 
. for Mitigation 

Adqpted Mltigation tvleasures - Implementation Schedule 

If the ·ERO determines thafa potentially-significant· SFMTA and The project . 
paleontological resource(may be present within' the project paleontological 
project site, .the project sponsor, shall retain the services paleontological ·consultant to 
of a qualifie.d;paleontological consultant.with ,expertise in· consultant in consult with·the 
California;paleontolog~ to. design and. imP!ement a. consultation with ERO as indicated; 
Pal~ontological. Resources. M~igation Plan· (PRMMP). the ERO. completed when · 
The PRMMP shall include a·description of·discovery ERO accepts final 
procedures; samplin.g,and data.regoyery·procedures; report' 
procedures for the, preparation·, ·identification, analysis, 
and curation ofJossil·specimens and data recovered; 
and procedures for the preparation and.distribution of a· 
final paleontological discovery report'(PDR)1

• • 

documenting the paleontologiqal find.:· -
The PRMMP shall be consistent with the1Society f1Jr' 
Vertebrate Paleontology Standard'Guidelines'for-the 
mitigation of constraction-related.adverae·impacts to 
paleontolog!cal resources and the requirements of the 
designated· repositor}''for any fossils collected. In the 
event of a·verifiea paleontological discoverY; the 
remaining·construction and soil-disturbing activities 
within those·geological units specified as 
paleontologically sensitive_ in the PRMMP. shall be 
monitored by the project·paleontological·consultant. 

The.co'nsultant's work shall ·be conducted iri'accordance 
with this mitigationmeasure·ana·arthe direction of the 
City'.s ERO . .Plans and reports prepared by the 
consultant-~hall be:submitt_ed·for·review and approval by 
the ERO. 

~ ~ ,.: J • 

Mitigation 
Action 

SFMTA to retain 
appropriately qualified 
·consultant to prepare 
PRMMP, carry out 
monitoring, and 
reporting 
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· Monitoring/ 
Reporting 
Responsibility 

ERO to approve 
final PRMMP 

Project 
paleontological 
consultant shall 
provide brief 
monthly reports to. 
ERO during 
monitoring or as 
identified in the 
PRMMP, and 
notify the ERO 
immediately if work 
should stop for 
data recovery 
during monitoring. 

The ERO to review 
and approve the 
final 
documentation as 
established in the 
PRMMP 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

Considered 
complete on 
approval of final 
PRMMP. 

Considered 
complete on 
approval of final 
documentation by 
ERO. 
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued) 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Responsibility Mo11itoring/ 
for Mitigation Mitigation Reporting Monitoring 

Adopted Mitigation Measures Implementation Schedule Action · Responsibility Schedule 

l1!1_filaii!_5,'abfitift~~f,Cf4:g;~f1it~(tfft~}~r~L~-:·~·· ...•. ·.• · ..•••• -~-_:L __ ~,_·:.f: -:_. ·••· · · .·~··· · · <L~~;:.L(~·.>2_-~G e·/Z• · . · •i .. ?• ~:._3··· /:· .·· -.-~·:· -<><r \c :<s :t >:\·J.tr•_J .< :· 'f ;;::}.J:j2ZJ 
M~igatio~ Measure M-HZ-1: Hazardous Materials SFMTA ~oil and · _ · SFMTA project Department of Considered 
Sod Testmg groundwater test construction contractor Public Health complete on review 
In order to protect b_oth construction workers and the results containing shall be responsible for and approval by 
public from exposure to hazardous· materials in soils any hazardous the implementfilion of DPH of the soil and 
encountered during construction of the proposed project, materials shall be Steps 1 - 3. groundwater testing 
the project sponsor agrees to adhere to the following subr,nitted to the results, along with 
requirements; Department of maps showing the 
'1) · Any soil excavated and then; encapsulated und~r Public Hi:al~h location ofth7 

concrete and/or asphalt covering within the same (DP.H) within 21 excavated soil and/ 
area as its excavation shall not require testing for days of ~he or gr~u~dwater 
the presence' of hazardous materials in levels· co~pletion of contammg the 
exceeding those acceptable to government-agencies testing. hazar~ous 
unless the TEP project or construction manager matenals . 
determines any extenuating circumstances exfst, 
such as odors, unusual color or presence of foreign 
material. The reuse, remediation, or disposal of any 
soil tested and found to contain hazardous.materials 
under these circumstances shall be .in compliance 
with the requirements .of the San Francisco 
Department of Pu_blic Health (DPH) and other _ 
agencies. The project sponsor shall be responsible 
for reporting the test:results of any soil with 
hazardous material content to DPH within 21 days of 
the completion of testing, accompanied with a map 
showing the excavation location. 

2) Any excavated soil not reused and encapsulated 
under concrete and/or asphalt covering within the 
·same area as its excavation, shall be tested for the 
presence of hazardous materials in levels exceeding 
~hose acceptable to government a~encies, before it 
1s moved from the area of excavation. The 
transportation and disposal of the soil shall be in 
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued) 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

... Adopted.Mitigation Measures , 

. compliance\vlth.DPH, statEi, and f~derai . 
requirements. The ·project sp_onsor S!ha!l. be . .' 
·responsible for reporting the.test.res1.11ts of any soil . 
with hazardous material contenfto -of>A'witliiri 21 
days of the completion oftesting; accompanied with 
a map-showing the excavation location; 

3) If the·projiosed ~xcavation activities·encouriter 
· groundwater, the grounawater·shall be tested ·for 

hazardous materials: Copie~ of the test results shall 
be submitted to DPH within 21 days'of the 
completion of testing. Any dewat~ring shall adhere 
to DPH, SFPUe·, and·state requirements. 

In the' even.t tj:l~t a suJ:>s~q.ue'nt ordinanqe or .regulations 
are adopted by DPH go.Verning the. ha11aling and testing 
of.~azardous materials· encounter~ during construction 
withi.n the public right-Of-way; DPHsh~ll be, given th~ 
opt\on to require the projecfsponsorto adher.e to the 
ilT)plementation ofthe new. ordinan<fe or regulatiqns in 
lieu of the· above requirement~ ·if .they provide s.imilar 
safety protection for both coo~truci:ion.w6rkers and the 
public.·.·· · 

Responsibility 
for Mitigation · 

Implementation Schedule 

. ~ ·;;., : ... 

Mitigation 
Action 
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Monitoring/· 
Reporting 
Responsibility 

Monitoring . 
Schedule 

.1::.. 
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued) 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 

MITIGATION MEASURES IN DEIR 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Responsibility 
for · Mitigation -

Implementation Schedule 
Mitigation 
Action 

Monitoring/ 
Reporting 
Responsibility 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

~~~t-~f~~~==~-~~~:!~~ji;l~~~~~~~1~:0~~;~!!~~~~~~~2~~~ 
Mitigation Measure M-TR-8: Optimization of SFMTA During Optimize intersection SFMTA, Planning 
Intersection Operations development of geometries and traffic Department 
The final design of program-level TTRPs that include detailed designs control measures 
TPS Toolkit elements from the Lane Modifications and for the program-
Pedestrian Improvements categories s.hall integrate level TTRP 
desfgn elements from the followiog intersectio,n · proposals. 
geometries ana ti:affic contro1·measures to the greatest 
extent fea~ible witnout compromising the purpose ofthe 
project. Potential intersection geometry optimization 
measures include left or right turn pockets, tum 
prphibitions, restriping to add addition.al mixed-flow 
capacity, lane widening to provide for transit-only or 
mixed-flow ·1anes; and parking prohibitions.' Potential 

. traffic control'measures include signalization, exclusive 
signal phases, and· changes to the signal cycle. The 
final design shall ensure that transit, pedestrian, and 
bicycle travel are accommodated, is within the confines 
of feasible traffic engineering solutions; and does· not 
conflict with overall City policies related to transportation. 
Mitigation Measure M-TR-1o::Provision of 
Replacement Commercial Loading Spaces · · 

Where feasible, the SFMTA shall-install,new commercial 
loading spaces of similar length on·the s~me block and 
side o~the street, or Within 250 fe,ef oi:i ac;tj~cent side 
streets, of where commeroia1·1oading spac~s would be 
permanently removed, in order-to provide·equally 
convenient loading space(s). These loading spaces 
shall only be replaced on streets with commercial uses. 

SFMTA During· 
development of 
detailed designs 
for the p·rogram
level TTRP 
·proposals. 

Where feasible, install SFMTA with 
new commercial review by Planning 
loading spaces. Department, 
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Prior to completion 
of detailed designs 
for the program
level TTRP 
proposals. 

Prior to or 
concurrent with the 
removal of on-street 
commercial loading 
spaces. 
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued) 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure M·TR-26: Intersection Restriping 
at 16th/Bryant streets 

The SFMTA shall reconfigure the proposed changes at 
the intersection of 16th/Bryant streets converting the 
westbound approach of 16th Street at Bryant Street from 
what is proposed to ·be a shared through-right tum lane 
to a through lane and a dedicated right-tum pocket 
.adjacent to the through lane, and reconfigure the 
eastbound approach from what is proposed to be a 
separate through lane and a dedicated right-turn pocket 

. adjacent to the through lane to a shc:ired through/right 
lane 
Mitigation Measure M-TR-48: Enforcement of 
Parking Violations 
On streets where implementation of project-level TTRPs 
would result in a net reduction of on-street commercial 
loading spaces, the SFMTA shall enforce parking 
regulations in transit-only lanes through the use of video 
cameras on transit vehicles and/ or other parking 

, enforcement activities. · 

Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-1: SFMTA Monitoring of 
Muni Service · · · -

The SFMT A, shall, to the extent feasible and consistent 
with annual budget appropriations, .continue .to monitor 
Mun.i service citywide, reportjng as r~t.ilred pn service 
goals, including the capacity utjlization, sta_nd;;ird, and 
where needed, and as approved by decision makers and 
under budgetary appropriations, strive to improve upon 
Muni operat,ions, including peak hour transit capacity on 
screenlines and corridors. 

Responsibility 
for Mitigation 

Implementation Schedule 

SFMTA During project 
implementation 

SFMTA 

SFMTA 

• ~·JI' 

Ongoing after 
implementation of 
URP 
improvements. 

Ongoing, after 
implementation of 
TEP 
improvements. 

Mitigation 
Action 

Monitoring/ 
Reporting 
Responsibility 

'Reconfigure Planning 
westbound and Department, 
eastbound approaches SFMTA 
of 16th Street at Bryant 
Street 

Enforce parking SFMT A 
regulations and/or 
install video cameras 
on ·transit vehicles. . 

SFMT A to monitor SFMTA 
transit service goals 
and proposed 
improvements to Muni 
operations. 
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Monitoring 
Schedule 

Prior to completion 
of detailed design 
for project-level 
improvements at 
16th/Bryant streets. 

Ongoing 

Ongoing. 

CASE NO. 2011.0558E 
March 2014 



.;::. 

....... 
O'> 

EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued) 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Responsibility 
for Mitigation Mitigation 

Adopted Mitigation Measures Implementation Schedule Action 

. . . 

Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-49: Explore the 
Implementation of Parking Management Strategies. 
SFMT A shall explore whether. implementation of parking 
management strategies would be appropriate and 
effective in this and other parts of the City to more 
efficiently manage the supply of on-street parking over 
time. · 

SFMTA Ongoing during 
implementation of 
TEP. 

Identify and explore 
new parking 
management 
strategies, particularly 
along the TTRP 
corridors· 
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M.~:mitoring/ 
Reporting 
Responsibility 

SFMTA report to 
SF Planning 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

Ongoing during 
project 
implementation. 
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EXHIBIT 2: . MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued)· 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

lmpro~~~;nt.Me~~,ur~,i~TR:1: C~~~t~~c:ti~~"'~"~~~~A-~nd .. ---~h·r~~ghout ~he . . ~FMT~ and project .. SFMTA Co~sidered 
Measures . project construction construction complete after 
During the construction of all TEP projects, the SFMTA construction duration for any contractor(s) to completion of 
shall require the following: contractor(s) TEP component coordinate construction construction 
1) Construction contractors shall be prohibited from requiring related activities with activities. 
scheduling any truck trips, such as concrete mixers, ·construction. · DPW, the Fire 
heavy construction equipment and materials delivery, Department, the 
etc., to the construction sites during the a.m. (7 to 9 Planning Department, 
a.m.) and p.m. (4 to 6 p.m.) peak commute periods. and any other City 
2) All construction activities shall adhere to the agencies. · 
provisions in the City of San Francisco's Regulations for 
Working in San Francisco Streets (Blue Book), including 
those addressing sidewalk and lane closures. To 
minimize construction impacts on nearby businesses 
and residents, the SFMTA shall alert motorists,· 
bicyclists, and nearby property owners of upcoming 
construction through its existing website and other 
available means, such as distribution of flyers, emails, 
and portable message or informational signs . 
Information provided shall include contact name(s) for 
the SFMTA project manager, public information officer, 
and/or the SFMTA General Enforcement Division 
contact number (311). 
3) Construction contractors shall encourage . 
construction workers to use carpooling and transit to the 
construction site in order to minimize parking demand. 
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Introduction Form 
f:. j .. ' 

By a Member of the Board of Supervisors or th; M:~Y.or : : .'.~ .-.·- _· · 

I hereby submit the following item for introduction (select only one): 
; _ . _ . . . _. · Time stamp 
di f ,JJ~;·; 3 j PH 4: , .. , meetingdate 

e'r 
~ 1. For reference to Committee. (An OrdinanQe, Resolution, Motion, or Charter Arriena.memr· 

D 2. Request for next printed agenda Without Reference to Committee. 

D 3. Request for hearing on a subject matter at Committee. 

D 

D 

D 

4. Request for letter beginning "Supervisor~!=-=~~=~~~~~~~~-~-~-j inquires" 

5. City Attorney request. 

6. Call File No. ..-, --------.j from Committee. 

D 7. Budget Analyst request (attach written motion). 

D 8. Substitute Legislation File No. I _ j 

D -9. Reactivate File No. L _ J 

D 10. Question(s) submitted for Mayoral Appearance before the BOS on 

Please check the appropriate boxes. The proposed legislation should be forwarded to the following: 

D Small Business Commission D Youth Commission D Ethics Commission 

D Planning Commission 0 Building Inspection Commission 

Note: For the Imperative Agenda (a resolution not on the printed agenda), use a Imperative Form. 

Sponsor(s): 

lsu_pervisor NJ:ark ~arrel~ _. 

Subject: 

Lombard Street (State Route 101) Project - Cooperative Agreement with Caltrans for Design and Construction 

The text is listed below or attached: 

Resolution approving the Cooperative Agreement between San Francisco and the State of California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans) concerning the design and construction of the Lombard Street Vision Zero Project, 
including pedestrian safety, transit improvements, and utility upgrades along Lombard Street (State Route 101) 
be1:ween £!aI1cis~o Stt:eet aJ1d Yai.i ]\J ~ss J\ venue, arid rr.iaj?n~ enviro~e lfjli · _ . __ _ __ __ __ 

Signature of Sponsoring Supervisor: 
--~~~------~-------

For Clerk's Use Only: 
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